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Abstract
Purpose – Family holiday decision-making (FHDM) is a process composed of several stages. This paper
aims to describe two objectives: to identify at each stage the roles in couples, the main decision-maker in the
case of family holidays; and to determine the most influential variables.

Design/methodology/approach – To identify the roles played by the partners, a frequency analysis has
been conducted, which provides a graphic representation of the so-called feasibility triangles. The technique
selected to identify the variables that explained the decision structure was binary logistic regression. In total,
375 useful dyads of questionnaires were received.
Findings – Holidays follow a joint decision-making process in the initiation phase and in the final decision,
while the search for information is carried out equally by either partner. The woman’s work situation, the type
of destination travelled to and the difference in education levels between them are the variables that best
explain how couples decide on their family holidays.
Practical implications – A better understanding of the FHDM process will help tourism companies to
improve their marketing campaigns.
Originality/value – The characteristics of the sample composed of 375 couples whose members completed
a questionnaire separately have allowed not have to rely on one response per household, which adds
reliability to the results.AQ: 1 This sample is higher than the one of many reference publications on the subject.
Furthermore, this paper revealed differences between male and female perception.

Keywords Decision-making process, Couple roles, Family holidays, Feasibility triangle,
Influence of the couple

Paper type Research paper

1. Introduction
Although the concept of family holidays is not always related to the provision of tourism
services, this is a common alternative. In this case, many studies consider that it implies a
set of purchasing decisions with the main goal being to spend some relaxing time together,
in a place different from where the family normally lives (van Raaij, 1986; Nichols and
Snepenger, 1988; Kang and Hsu, 2004, 2005; Fu et al., 2014).

In this context, the study of family holiday decision-making, hereinafter FHDM,
addresses a purchase decision process with certain characteristics that differentiate it from
other products. First, it is a service where the risk inherent to the purchase of any service,
given its characteristics of intangibility, inseparability, heterogeneity and expiration (Kotler,
2000), is even greater. Specifically, it has two more types of risks such as financial and
emotional. The financial risk is due to the share of the family budget that is spent on
holidays. The emotional risk is explained by the expectations of enjoyment generated
because in the life of many consumers, it is the main event that allows them to break their
daily routine (van Raaij and Francken, 1984).
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Furthermore, the purchase of holidays is generally decided as a group. This type of
purchase is characterised by being more complex and prolonged in time, including several
phases during which each member of the group may play a different role (Alonso-Rivas and
Grande-Esteban, 2010).

However, despite the importance of tourism purchases, researchers have neglected this
area in recent years (Fu et al., 2014; Rojas-de Gracia and Alarcón-Urbistondo, 2016), even
though no unanimous results have been achieved, and significant changes have taken place
both in families and in the tourism industry, which would justify updating past conclusions.

The changes in the past few years have been essentially demographic and social, which
have altered family decision-making. These include women joining the labour market,
which means households now have two sources of income, and women having a greater
influence on decision-making (Kang and Hsu, 2005). Moreover, behaviour is more
democratic in families, and the individual preferences of all their members are taken into
account in the purchase processes to a greater degree than in the past (Bronner and de Hoog,
2008).

The tourism market has also been affected by these changes, primarily due to the rise of
information and communication technology. The appearance of the internet is especially
significant as a tool that can easily provide accessible information and purchase options that
have changed the potential decision-making roles of family members, based on their
experience as users (Belch et al., 2005; Molinillo et al., 2016).

In this new context, authors, in general, have preferred studying other topics, such as the
importance of social networks and their influence on tourism purchase decisions (Pesonen
and Pasanen, 2017; Molinillo et al., 2016; Xie et al., 2016). These are, no doubt, very
interesting aspects, but they do not address overall decision-making, even though it is still
an open issue.

Furthermore, from a purely methodological perspective, there is still progress to be
made. Many of the studies available today need to review their results, as they were based
on the collection and analysis of a single response in each couple, normally the woman
(Green and Cunningham, 1976; Green et al., 1983; Zalatan, 1998; Kerstetter and Pennington-
Gray, 1999; Barlés-Arizón et al., 2010). Although, in 1970, Davis had already questioned the
reliability and validity of the results in these cases, tourism researchers have frequently
considered couples as a seamless decision-making unit, assuming that both are sufficiently
in agreement. However, later studies have shown this is not always the case (Davis and
Rigaux, 1974; Kang and Hsu, 2005; Bronner and de Hoog, 2008). On the other hand, most
papers that do include the two responses have been exploratory, given the difficulty of
obtaining more than one response per household (Rojas-de Gracia and Alarcón-Urbistondo,
2016).

All of these are powerful reasons for resuming research on FHDM from a global
perspective. This approach can focus on the role of the couple because, in spite of the
growing influence of children on tourism decisions, research confirms that parents are the
main decision makers in FHDM (Belch et al., 2005; Decrop and Snelders, 2005; O’Leary et al.,
2012).

Considering all of the above, this work aims to contribute to the set of existing studies,
primarily in two ways, first, by enriching and updating the state of play and, second, in
relation to methodology, basing the conclusions on a sample comprising both partners,
which is more than what benchmark publications have been providing until now; therefore,
we offer more consistent results. A better understanding of this aspect of tourism consumer
behaviours will allow companies in this industry to design their marketing campaigns more
effectively.
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2. Literature review
As the early and most influential consumer behaviour models by Nicosia (1966), Engel et al.
(1968) and Howard and Sheth (1969), it has been considered that decision-making is divided
into several clearly distinct phases. Although these models were based on decisions related
to the purchase of tangible and manufactured goods, they served as the starting point to
explain the process for purchasing tourism services (Sirakaya andWoodside, 2005).

Although there is still no unanimity in the area of tourism research, at present, the most
common approach to divide the family tourism purchasing process is based on three stages:
recognition of the problem, search for external and internal information and final decision
(Decrop, 2005). Davis and Rigaux (1974) were the first who empirically studied the decision-
making process among married couples, dividing it into these three stages because they
considered the evaluation of alternatives occurred in conjunction with the search for
information.

Separately from the general view of the whole process, there are also authors who have
focussed on a more in-depth analysis of one of the stages in particular. Specifically, the
search for information is the one that has generated the greatest interest, with a majority of
authors considering that it is controlled by women (Smith, 1979; Lederhaus and King, 2015;
Howard and Madrigal, 1990; Fodness, 1992; Madrigal, 1994; Zalatan, 1998; Mäser and
Weiermair, 1998; Wang et al., 2004; Koc, 2004; Mottiar and Quinn, 2004; Barlés-Arizón et al.,
2011, 2013). It is logical that this has been the most studied phase because identifying the
searcher is very useful, as it allows the marketing managers of tourism companies to target
their communication campaigns more efficiently. In fact, a whole body of research has been
created to exclusively study the search for tourism information, beyond the analysis of the
different roles within couples (Fodness and Murray, 1997; Chen and Gursoy, 2000; Hyde,
2008; Bronner and de Hoog, 2008; Molinillo et al., 2016; Prats et al., 2016).

T1 Table I provides a summary of the studies conducted on the FHDM stages. Those
decision structures shared by a greater number of studies according to the stage considered

Table I.
Conclusions of
studies on the

structure of the
FHDM stages

Stage Wife-dominant Joint Husband-dominant

Initiation Howard and Madrigal (1990);
Mottiar and Quinn (2004); Decrop
(2005)

Stafford et al. (1996a, 1996b); Hsu
and Kang (2003); Wang et al.
(2004); Samsinar et al. (2013);
Kancheva and Marinov (2014);
Ashraf and Khan (2016)

–

Search Smith (1979); Howard and
Madrigal (1990); Fodness (1992);
Madrigal (1994); Mäser and
Weiermair (1998); Zalatan (1998);
Koc (2004); Mottiar and Quinn
(2004); Wang et al. (2004); Barlés-
Arizón et al. (2011, 2013);
Lederhaus and King (2015)

Stafford et al. (1996a, 1996b); Hsu
and Kang (2003); Samsinar et al.
(2013); Kancheva and Marinov
(2014); Ashraf and Khan (2016)

Jenkins (1978);
Decrop (2005); Wang
et al. (2007)

Final
decision

Howard and Madrigal (1990) Belch and Willis (2002); Hsu and
Kang (2003); Wang et al. (2004);
Therkelsen (2010); Samsinar et al.
(2013); Kancheva and Marinov
(2014); Ashraf and Khan (2016)

Jenkins (1978); Kang
and Hsu (2005); Wang
et al. (2007)

Note: Decision structures shared by a greater number of studies are in bold
source: Own elaboration
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are highlighted in bold. Evidently, this is a simplification of conclusions drawn from various
papers, which provide much more detailed data but which, in contrast, are far more difficult
to sort and summarise.

Literature reflects that initiation of the FHDM process is carried out jointly by men and
women (Stafford et al., 1996a, 1996b; Hsu and Kang, 2003; Wang et al., 2004; Samsinar et al.,
2013; Kancheva and Marinov, 2014; Ashraf and Khan, 2016). No case has been found where
men dominate. However, there are studies that support the thesis that women dominate this
stage. Specifically, the studies by Decrop (2005) and Mottiar and Quinn (2004) established
that the influence of the partners shifts during the decision-making process, with women
having a stronger role during the early phase.

During the search for information, most authors consider women the main players, thus
giving them a significant degree of power in the process (Smith, 1979; Howard and
Madrigal, 1990; Fodness, 1992; Madrigal, 1994; Zalatan, 1998; Mäser and Weiermair, 1998;
Wang et al., 2004; Koc, 2004; Mottiar and Quinn, 2004; Barlés-Arizón et al., 2011, 2013;
Lederhaus and King, 2015).

Nonetheless, not all authors give the searcher role to the woman. This is the case of
Decrop (2005), who established that once the decision to go on holiday has been made,
women are the dominant figures, and they are in charge of the more practical aspects of
preparing the holidays, although the men are the ones who search for information before
making the final decision. This author established that the women seem to be less anxious to
learn much about the destination before going, as they prefer discovering unexpected
things, and when they compile information it is on the more practical aspects of the trip.
However, the men focus on the search for general, intellectual, geographical and socio-
cultural information on the destination in travel guides, books or maps.

Therkelsen (2010) went half way when his qualitative study based on interviews with 16
German and 10 Danish families, concluded that mothers act as the searchers of the
information, but only in the German sample, while in the Danish families, this role was split
between both parents.

In contrast, there are studies such as those by Stafford et al. (1996a) and Stafford et al.
(1996b) who do not share the view of women as the searchers of information because,
although they state that the differences in the various stages are minimal, joint decisions
prevail in the purchase of holidays, essentially in the initiation and the search for
information. More recently, Kancheva and Marinov (2014) and Ashraf and Khan (2016)
concluded in a similar manner because they also found that the three stages of FHDM are
taking jointly, although to a lesser degree in the case of searching, and always tending to
favour women. That is, they found a certain role specialisation in this phase.

Ultimately, the final decision is considered a joint stage by most studies (Belch and
Willis, 2002; Hsu and Kang, 2003; Wang et al., 2004; Therkelsen, 2010; Samsinar et al., 2013;
Kancheva and Marinov, 2014; Ashraf and Khan, 2016). However, Howard and Madrigal
(1990) established that for recreational services, it is the mothers, as opposed to the fathers,
who have a greater relative influence during the final decision stage. In contrast, first
Jenkins (1978) and then Kang and Hsu (2005) andWang et al. (2007) concluded that the final
decision is dominated by the husband.

Together with the study of roles within the couple, the authors have analysed certain
variables that may possibly affect whether it is the man, the woman or both who have a
greater influence depending on the stage. Nonetheless, this complementary research line has
generated less interest among researchers (Rojas-de Gracia andAlarcón-Urbistondo, 2016).

The variables most frequently used in research are sociodemographics and travel
behaviours. Only occasionally psychographic variables have been analysed. In any case,
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among the authors who have devoted themselves to this side of FHDM, a great majority of
them agree on the theory of resources described by Blood and Wolfe (1960). That is, in
general, it is considered that said theory provides a key view of marital power by arguing
that this power is contributed by the partners based on the relative resources each one
brings to the family, although not all studies confirm this (Kandel and Lesser, 1972; Barlés-
Arizón et al., 2010; Samsinar et al., 2013).

However, aside from this view that authors share to a certain extent, the studies have
included in their analyses variables that are so heterogeneous, and they have classified them
in so many different ways, that it has not been possible to achieve a wide consensus on
results. For example, even though education level is the same variable, some authors have
considered the education level of women (Zalatan, 1998; Barlés-Arizón et al., 2013), others of
men (Martínez and Polo, 1999; Barlés-Arizón et al., 2010) and others the difference in the
education level between husband andwife (Wang et al., 2007; Lederhaus and King, 2015).AQ: 2

Studies on FHDM have generally been based on only one response per household (Green
and Cunningham, 1976; Green et al., 1983; Zalatan, 1998; Kerstetter and Pennington-Gray,
1999; Barlés-Arizón et al., 2010). Authors assumed that the answers of the two partners
would be similar and, consequently, based their conclusions and generalisations on a single
point of view, normally the women’s, for they are more accessible. Moreover, the benchmark
studies that did include two responses were based on samples ranging from 31 couples of
Mottiar and Quinn (2004) to 300 of Barlés-Arizón et al. (2013).

3. Empirical work
3.1 Purpose of the study
Given the evident need to conduct more studies to clarify the state of affairs with more
updated data, and to avoid depending on a single response per couple, our research was
designed with two goals. The first is to identify the couple roles in each stage of the FHDM
process. An analysis of this would help confirm whether a separate study of each stage of
the process would be justified.

The second objective is to determine the variables that could be causing the dominance
of one of the partners in each stage. This second objective could be divided into two parts:
determining the variables that explain a joint versus an independent decision that is made
by both partners or only by one partner; and when the decision is not shared by the couple,
determining the variables behind the fact that the decision has been controlled by either the
man or the woman.

3.2 Study methodology
The study target population is made up of heterosexual couples who went on a holiday trip
with at least one common child aged 12 to 18 years. A couple was defined as a man and a
woman who lived together. A holiday trip was considered to be spending at least three days
away from home with the main purpose of leisure (Gitelson and Crompton, 1984; Etzel and
Wahlers, 1985). The fact that children were included was due to the interest that this type of
families has in relation to tourism consumers, as the couple’s decisions not only affect the
partners but also their children.

To address the methodological problem of attempting to extract results from a single
response per couple, this study analysed the responses of men and women separately, as
this evidenced any discrepancies or differences in perception. This is an interesting
contribution, as it is a technique which has not been used much to date, given the difficulty
of collecting two separate responses per household. The main advantage is not having to
rely only on one point of view which, many times, can be biased.
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Questionnaires were distributed to students in several public and private schools in
Spain to be given to their parents. These questionnaires were preceded by a letter stressing
the importance of having both parents fill them out separately. A total of 1,200 sets of
questionnaires were distributed, and 536 collected, out of which in the end only 375 (31.3 per
cent) were valid. There were several reasons that responses were not considered useful, the
most common one being the inconsistency between the responses of each partner when
asked about aspects that should match, such as destination, and the submission of
incomplete surveys.

It is important to highlight that the issue of non-response is common and difficult to
overcome especially considering two answers per household were requested. The only way
to mitigate this was through interviews, to verify whether the lack of response leant mostly
in one direction, which is how we solved it in this study. Therefore, the comments made by
the form teacher of several school classes where the questionnaire was handed out, suggest
that the lack of collaboration was due to a lack of interest of the parents and/or the children,
which should not generate a systematic bias, which would be a greater problem.

As for the questionnaire, it was validated, first, by a panel of six experts in academia and
the industry. Then, we conducted a pre-test with 30 couples. As a result of this pre-test, we
omitted the group of psychographic variables which had initially been included, as we saw
it prolonged the questionnaire excessively, making it tiresome for the respondents who
would hand it in incomplete. We omitted these and not other variables because their
measurement was not as direct as the others, and they required responding to a set of items
to define the constructs. Finally, the resulting questionnaire was made up of two blocks. The
first one requested sociodemographic and travel behaviour data because these are the ones
which have been studied primarily by authors, and they are included in T2Table II.

The second block asked directly about the perceived influence exerted by each partner in
the stages considered, as is common in this AQ: 3type of studies (Madrigal and Miller, 1996).
Specifically, respondents were given the possibility of answering: “Mainly me”, “Mainly my
partner” and “Both of us” or “Other/Neither”. The latter option was included in order not to
force them to choose. The results of the question on the influence exerted are shown in

T3Table III.
To identify the roles played by the partners, as is common in studies of this type, it has

been carried out a frequency analysis, which provides a graphic representation of the so-
called feasibility triangles. This type of graph is a generally accepted conceptual and
analytical method to analyse the couple roles in family purchase decision-making (Xia et al.,
2006).

Each stage of the FHDM process was plotted on a two-axis chart. The vertical axis
measured the relative influence between men and women. To do this, we coded the men’s
influence with 1 and 2 for shared influence, and 3 for women’s influence. Thus, a stage at the
level of value 1 would mean a husband-dominant decision or, in other words, one completely
ruled by the man, and a level of value 3 would indicate it was wife-dominant or completely
ruled by the wife. Nonetheless, any percentage of families making decisions together
combined with the other part where the decision is shared equally between husband-
dominant decisions and wife-dominant decisions, would show a mean of 2. This is why the
second axis, the horizontal one, is a scale that measures the number of answers that indicate
that the decision is completely shared. A decision was considered shared when it exceeded
50 per cent of the answers.

To complete the information provided by the feasibility triangles, we applied a Z-test to
compare proportions. This helped determine whether there were significant differences
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Table II.
Socio-demographic
and trip behaviour

data

Variables Frequency Valid (%)

Family type
Traditional family 355 94.67
Restructured family 20 5.33

Type of couple union
Married in church 306 81.82
Married by civil law 49 13.10
Not married 19 5.09

Age difference
Same age 40 11.70
Less than 5 years 237 69.30
Between 5 and 10 years 52 15.20
More than 10 years 13 3.80

Labour situation of man
Not working man 31 8.52
Working man 333 91.48

Labour situation of woman
Not working woman 140 51.85
Working woman 130 48.15

Difference in educational level
He more than she 62 16.67
She more than he 98 26.34
Same educational level 212 56.99

Time living together
Less than 20 years 154 41.07
20 years or more 221 58.93

Type of destination
Domestic 285 76.20
International 89 23.80

Purpose
Exclusively for leisure 306 81.82
Visit family and friends 57 15.24
Others 11 2.94

Frequency of holidays
Sporadically 201 53.60
Every two or three years 94 25.07
At least every year 80 21.33

Travel group composition
Couple and children 320 85.33
Couple, children and others 55 14.67

Travel organisation
Independent 298 79.68
Agency 76 20.32
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between the share of couples who made joint decisions in a given stage, beyond randomness
and the percentage who decided jointly at another stage.

The technique selected to identify the variables that explained the decision structure was
binary logistic regression, which allowed predicting the probability of the event defined by
the dependent variable. Specifically, this dependent variable is the structure of the decision
according to who plays the dominant role (wife-dominant decision, joint decision and
husband-dominant decision) in each stage. Given that the dependent variable must be
dichotomous, first we applied logistic regression to analyse joint decisions versus
independent ones, grouping in the latter, wife-dominant decisions as well as husband-
dominant ones. Next, using the sub-sample of couples who decided independently, we again
applied another series of logistic regressions, this time based on the dependent variable
husband-dominant versus wife-dominant structure.

A total of 12 binary logistic regressions were made, resulting from the multiplication of
the three stages (initiation, search of information and final decision) by the two samples
(male and female) and by the 2 analyses (joint decision vs autonomous decision and
husband-dominant vs wife-dominant decision). As recommended by Bernal-Morell (2014), to
have more consistent coefficients for the logistic regressions, a series of Chi-square tests
were previously performed to test the significance of the relationship between the dependent
variables of the 12 regressions and all socioeconomic and travel behaviour factors included
in the questionnaire (Table II). As a consequence of these analyses, the factors that did not
show a significant relationship (p < 0.05) in any of the chi-square tests were discarded from
the final logistic regression models. Finally, the variables included in the models were as
follows: the woman’s work situation, the difference in the education level, the time the couple
have lived together, the type of destination, the reason and the frequency of the trip.

3.3 Results
F1Figure 1 shows the feasibility triangles according to the perception of men or women.

Therefore, leaving out those cases in which the stages were not completed by the members
of the couple, both samples showed similar results, with the final decision being made
jointly as the most frequent, followed by the initiation stage. In contrast, the search for
information stage, although with a score close to 2 in the vertical axis, is an independent
decision. This is because the percentage of answers indicating that the search was wife-
dominant or husband-dominant was quite similar (28.95 per cent vs 33.22 per cent [p =
0.255] in the male sample and 28.09 per cent vs 31.77 per cent [p = 0.326] in the female
sample) with no significant percentage differences in any samples.

Table III.
Influence on the
stages of FHDM

HD J WD O/N
Frequency (%) Frequency (%) Frequency (%) Frequency (%) Total

Male Sample
Initiation 46 13.94 203 61.52 81 24.55 42 11.29 372
Search 88 28.95 115 37.83 101 32.22 70 18.72 374
Final decision 32 8.86 276 76.45 53 14.68 13 3.48 374

Female Sample
Initiation 50 15.29 200 61.16 77 23.55 47 12.57 374
Search 84 28.09 120 40.13 95 31.77 74 19.84 373
Final decision 29 8.15 273 76.69 54 15.17 16 4.30 372

Notes: HD: Husband-dominant; J: Joint; WD: Wife-dominant; O/N: Other/None
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T4 Table IV shows that all comparisons between the share of couples who decided jointly in
various stages presented significant differences, both in the sample of men and the one of
women, which suggests that although the initiation and the decision phases are conducted
jointly, they are not done so to the same degree.

Figure 1.
Feasibility triangle of

the stages
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The summary for each stage is shown in T5Table V, with statistically significant variables
in bold. The table shows only significant coefficients according to Wald’s test (p< 0.05) and
the corresponding values for the other sex. We also found that in both samples, the woman’s
work status and the type of destination are the variables affecting the initiation and the
search for information stage, respectively. Specifically, it was established that if she works
outside the home, the probability that initiation is automatically carried out by only one
partner increases. Moreover, if the trip destination is international, the search for
information is conducted autonomously more probably than if the destination is national.

However, men and women do not coincide in the frequency of travel having an impact on
the initiation phase, or in the difference in education having an impact on the final decision
stage, as both are significant only in the female sample. In this case, the women consider
that those couples who travel frequently recognise the need jointly. The women also
establish that if a couple have the same level of education, the final decision is made jointly
more probably than if she has a higher level, in which case, the decision is made by only one
of them.

Considering now only couples who do not complete stages together, the sample shrinks
and the analysis is merely exploratory. In this case, the summary of the explanatory
variables by stages, shown in T6Table VI, indicates that male and female samples only
coincide in that the difference in education level between partners explains the influence on
the search for information when completed independently. The fact that it may also
influence the initiation stage is a perception only men have. In any case, if the wife has a
higher education level than the husband, the stages are dominated by her. In none of the
samples, either for men or for women, did we find significant relationships between the

Table V.
Variables which
influence doing the
FHDM stages jointly

Predictor according to the stage
Male sample Female sample

B SE B OR B SE B OR

Initiation
Labour situation of woman �0.853* 0.260 0.426 �0.984** 0.268 0.374
Frequency of vacations (dummy 2) 0.514 0.320 0.598 �0.739* 0.328 0.478

Search
Type of destination �0.618* 0.304 0.539 �0.686* 0.308 0.504

Final decision
Different in educational level (dummy 2) 0.378 0.294 1.459 0.734* 0.297 2.083

Notes: Dummy variables are created for those nominal variables with more than two categories. Only
significant coefficients are shown according to the Wald statistic (p < 0.05) and their corresponding values
for the other sample. *p< 0.05. **p< 0.001

Table IV.
Comparison of the
share of joint
decisions by stages

STAGE Initiation Search Final decision

Initiation – p<0.001 p< 0.001
Search p< 0.001 – p< 0.001
Final decision p< 0.001 p< 0.001 –

Notes: Right of the diagonal: Male sample. Left of the diagonal: Female sample
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independent variables analysed and the fact of making the final decision when the latter is
done independently.

It is interesting to note the differences revealed by the analyses of male or female samples
and especially remarkable are the discrepancies on the significance of the difference in the
education level, as this is more decisive for men than for women. This confirms the assertion
by Burns and Hopper (1986), who argued that although resource theory implicitly assumes
that both partners perceive their contributions in the same way, how they assess these
contributions need not coincide. In any case, it has become evident that relying on the
response of only one partner may lead to biased results.

3.4 Discussion
Family holidays follow a joint decision-making process during the initiation phase and,
above all, during the final decision. In contrast, the search for information is done primarily
by one of the partners. In general, these results coincide with the results obtained by most of
the publications in this regard (see References provided in Table I). Additionally, this study
also shows that when the stage considered is not completed jointly, it is dominated by the
wife, although this difference is not significant during the search for information stage. This,
which indicates that either partner is likely to search for information, is in contrast with the
mainstream of authors who have assigned women this task (Smith, 1979; Howard and
Madrigal, 1990; Fodness, 1992; Madrigal, 1994; Zalatan, 1998; Mäser and Weiermair, 1998;
Wang et al., 2004; Koc, 2004; Mottiar and Quinn, 2004; Barlés-Arizón et al., 2011, 2013;
Lederhaus and King, 2015).

As found by Quarm (1981), a possible explanation to the fact that the only independent
decision is the search for information could be that it requires a physical activity, such as
checking the internet or asking friends or relatives. Consequently, for the respondents, it
may be easier to identify the person in charge of the search, as opposed to the other two
stages, which are merely cognitive.

On the other hand, when the family decides to go on holiday, most couples complete the
stages of the process themselves, without ignoring them or delegating them to others.
Again, the most notable exception is in the search for information, as approximately 20 per
cent of couples do not do this. The causes may be varied. They may be routine trips, in
which case information is not sought, or perhaps the search is conducted by other people
joining them on the holidays, for example the children or friends also going on the trip. This
latter explanation matches the results shown byWang et al. (2007), who found that “Others”
has a high level of influence in the search for information.

Table VI.
Variables that

influence the FHDM
stages completed

independently

Predictor according to the stage
Male sample Female sample

B SE B OR B SE B OR

Initiation
Different in educational level (dummy 1) �1.424* 0.615 0.243 �1.024 0.648 0.359

Search
Different in educational level (dummy 1) �1.710* 0.521 0.181 �1.398* 0.509 0.247

Notes: Dummy variables are created for those nominal variables with more than two categories. Only
significant coefficients are shown according to the Wald statistic (p < 0.05) and their corresponding values
for the other sample. *p< 0.05
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When it comes to taking the initiative to go on holiday, there is a higher probability that one
of the partners will do so alone if the woman works outside the house. Otherwise, the
decision is made jointly. This result somehow contradicts what literature had been saying
until now, for it had established that if the wife works outside the home, the process tends to
be shared (Weller, 1968; Martínez and Polo, 1999; Lederhaus and King, 2015; Pegues, 2015),
and if she works at home, the man’s level of influence is greater (Green and Cunningham,
1976; Jenkins, 1978; Shukla, 1987; Martínez and Polo, 1999). In fact, the results of this study
are in alignment, to a certain degree, with those by Cosenza and Davis (1980) who
established that if women work outside the home, holiday decisions are influenced by the
females. As there is a high likelihood that the man also works, the couples split the
household chores, and holiday decisions become the women’s responsibility.

In any case, this finding does not deny the principles put forward by the theory of
resources by Blood andWolfe (1960). As shown in Table III, most independent decisions are
primarily ruled by women, which suggests that when they work out of the house, there is a
higher probability that the decision will be made by one of the partners and, in turn, there is
more likelihood that it will be made by her. Similarly, when the search for information is
done independently and a woman has a higher level of education than her partner, it is more
likely that the process will be ruled by her.

Moreover, when an international destination is chosen, the search for information is
made by one of the partners. The reasons for these results may be due to the fact that an
international trip requires, in general, a more intense search, to reduce uncertainties
(Werthner and Klein, 1999). Probably this task, which is more complex and requires more
time than national destinations, will fall on one of the partners, who will later share the
information obtained with their spouse. Furthermore, we have found that in the event that
the wife has a higher education level, she will generally be the one conducting the search.

This conclusion is quite revealing, as, although the destination is an aspect which
researchers have paid a lot of attention to (Cunningham and Green, 1974; Burns, 1977;
Douglas and Wind, 1978; Barlés-Arizón et al., 2011, 2013), dividing it into national or
international categories was not considered a possible explanatory factor of one of the
partner’s dominance in the various areas of the decision.

From a purely methodological perspective, the results have reinforced the assertion made
by Davis (1970) when he challenged the results of those studies based on the response of
only one partner, as the differences in perception and assessment have been made evident
depending on whether the sample wasmade up of men or women.

4. Conclusions
Research on FHDM as a specific and differential product began with the work by Jenkins
(1978). Nonetheless, in recent years, authors have neglected to study the roles and variables
that influence the FHDM process, in spite of the important changes that have taken place
both in the families and the tourism market, and the fact that they are still open issues. This
is where this study aims to contribute to the academic literature, by providing, with updated
data, a greater sample size than those in benchmark publications and analysing the views of
both partners.

The results of this research show that while the start of the process and the final decision
are made jointly, the search for information is an independent decision conducted by either
partner. In relation to the influencing variables, in general, they do not contradict the theory
of resources by Blood and Wolfe (1960), with the woman’s work situation and her level of
education being the most influential ones. In addition, although there is notable consensus
among them regarding the perception of who decides in each phase, their view of the
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explanatory variables is quite different. Consequently, future studies should consider the
responses of both partners and conduct separate analyses.

On the other hand, from a point of view of the theoretical implications, these results show
that dividing the research of family holidays by the stages in decision-making is justified, as
there are differences between them. This implies that each phase requires a separate
analysis, unlike what many researchers have been doing (Belch et al., 1980; Cosenza and
Davis, 1981; Nichols and Snepenger, 1988; Cullingford, 1995; Thornton et al., 1997).

Another important theoretical implication is that, although several papers have tried to
establish differences in the perception of men and women, this comparison is not logical if
they are not a couple. This form of data collection does not allow doing such analysis
because they are independent samples that are not judging the same situation, due to they
have not shared their holidays. In contrast, this study has managed to have the same
holiday trip analysed from two different standpoints, the man’s and the woman’s, allowing
comparisons based on their perceptions.

The fact that the greatest influence is exerted by one partner or the other, or both of
them, determining the relevant variables in the process and the difference in perception
by the two partners of said influence is no trivial matter, given the practical
implications. These are issues that clearly have an impact on several management
aspects of destinations and tourism companies. For example, the design of
communications, affecting channels, messages, target groups to work with or the time
for advertising promotional activities.

The results provided take one step further towards modelling behaviours in FHDM,
although this study has certain limitations. It neither includes the influence of the children
and other members of the group going on the trip nor considers other variables such as
attitudes, lifestyles, orientation on gender roles in the couple, experience with social media,
marital satisfaction and involvement of each partner in the process. These limitations imply
future research. Furthermore, other types of families such as single parents, second
marriages or same sex couples should be given more consideration in future studies because
in spite of their presence in our current society, they have not been considered in tourism
behaviour studies.
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