SUMMARY

Introduction

The topics about decision-making process are critical to family vacation studies.
However, typical research suggesting joint-decision style over simplified the settings
in decision-making units. Literature identified sociocultural/ideological characteristics,
household characteristics and travel characteristics as antecedents for alternative styles
of overall or sub-decisions of family vacation. This provides a more comprehensive
framework for gaining insight into the relevant phenomena and suggests opportunities
for further development.

Of the sub-decisions for family vacation, transportation and destination are mostly
basic and important for a family vacation plan because these two issues pertain to risk
perception and control of vacation participants. Our purpose is to present data-mining
models that identifies the relative importance of those determining characteristics in
predicting the probability of the father’s predominance in transportation decisions and
the family’s role structure for decision-making about the destination for family
vacations.

Research Methods
Measures

We measured our dependent variable, the FDL of transportation means, by rating
it on a binary scale: 1 = yes (i.e., by the father alone), 2 = no (i.e., not (just) the father).
In addition, we measured the LDM of destination, by rating it on: 1 = father alone, 2 =
mother alone, 3 = child(ren) alone, and 4 = other. There are three types of conditions
used for the E-CHAID analysis, and their description and corresponding categories.
They are (a) sociocultural/ideological characteristics—society (with SOC categorizing
each case into China, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan); (b) travel characteristics—
status of travel (with STA categorizing each case into domestic vacation or foreign
vacation), duration of the trip, by number of days (with DUR categorizing each case
into 1~2 days, 3 days, or 4 or more days), and travel group size (with GS categorizing
cases into 2~3 group members, 4 group members, or 5 or more group members); and
(c) household characteristics—the number of children in the family (with CN
categorizing each case into 1, 2, or 3 or more children) and the family’s primary source
of income (with INC categorizing each case into both parents, the father, the mother,
or others). In addition, we investigated the respondents’ demographics (i.e., gender, age,
current stage of the family’s life cycle, the highest educational level of the head of the
household, and the occupation of the head of the household). We produced our original
questionnaire in English and then used standard back-translation procedures to convert
the questionnaire into each surveyed society’s official language.

Sample

We collected 1,016 usable responses from adolescents at the campuses of senior
high schools (i.e., the equivalent of grades 10 through 12 in the U.S. school system),
from our four East Asia societies: China (n = 201), Japan (n = 262), South Korea (n =
268), and Taiwan (n = 285). Seventy percent of the participating adolescents were
female, and most (87.4%) were currently living with both parents. In addition, our
sampling criteria confined the age range of the participants (mean = 16.43 years,
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standard deviation = 0.91) and thus attempted to avoid any significant variations in the
family experience that would be explained by the adolescent respondents’ age-related
transitions in decision-making competence (Nanda, et al., 2007). The participants were
asked to recall a family decision that had included them and that had been about a
vacation during the previous year. They were then asked to report on the role
distribution, within their cohabiting family, for making the decision about the vacation
destination.

Analyses

To induce rules that explained the FDL and LDM based on the condition variables,
the IBM SPSS Decision Trees 20 program was used to analyse the data. The SOC was
forced as the first predictor, to split the overall sample, because this research was cross-
society oriented. The stopping criteria for FDL were set at 60 cases before and 30 cases
after the division of the (sub)sample (Rojas-de-Gracia & Alarcon-Urbistondo, 2019),
at a significance level of 0.05 for predictor eligibility. The splitting process continued
until either the split did not help to improve the predictive accuracy or a node contained
fewer cases than the specified size.

Findings

It was found that the primary source of the family’s income was the strongest
predictor of the father-determined likelihood of decisions about vacation transportation.
In addition, our results revealed that society, which represents people’s sociocultural
and ideological backgrounds, was the strongest predictor of the likely decision maker
(LDM) for decisions about family travel destinations.

Discussion and Conclusion

Results obtained in this study relate findings from other recent research to strongly
suggest that although a general knowledge of history and culture is very important, such
knowledge by itself is not sufficient to predict familial interpersonal dynamics. Further
research is needed that will apply a multilevel crossvergence perspective of regional,
societal and individual influences to extend the understanding of the family decision-
making about vacations. Such an approach is expected to help refine the research
methods and to explain family travel behavior with greater validity. Therefore,
continuing the survey used in this study could be worthwhile in providing data on the
decision-making roles of other issues, so that further comparisons can be made. In
addition, Confucianism-based norms of behaviour incorporate the distribution of roles
of multiple generations within families. Thus, the future endeavours would do well to
expand vacation cases from the nuclear family to the multigenerational family, thereby
considering grandparents and other seniors, so that one can capture a complete
overview of the family tourism market in East Asia. Finally, this study focused on
“means of transportation” decision that is a general description rather than on each
mode of transportation (e.g., rented vehicle versus private vehicle or energy efficient
mode versus eco-efficient mode). We recommend that the future studies explore how
fathers’ predominance in arraying the modes of transportation is ruled by the condition
variables.
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