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Abstract: Couples make joint decisions for their shared travels. However, how such decisions are made, i.e., how different 

perceptions among two individuals interact and influence one another’s decision-making remains less studied. 

Conventionally, tourists’ decision-making literature were driven by an individual perspective, assuming one person’s decision 

is made through his or her own perceptions, beliefs, emotions, and past experiences.  Among the prevalent decision-making 

theories, Ajzen (1991)’s Theory of Planned Behavior is among the most widely adopted. The theory posits that a person’s 

behavioral decision is subject to his or her Attitude toward the target behavior (Att), Subjective Norm (SN), and Perceived 

Behavioral Control (PBC). However, such individual-focused approach overlooks the influences of the person’s relationship 

partner, who actively partakes the same decision-making. Couples’ decision-making should be viewed in a dyadic perspective 

where both intrapersonal and interpersonal mechanisms should be examined. Built upon the theory of Planned Behavior 

(TPB) and the Actor Partner Independent Model (APIM), this research examines the mutual influence in couple decision-

making regarding their revisit intentions. Specifically, we posit that both intrapersonal and interpersonal influences of the TPB 

(attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavior control) impact on both members’ revisit intentions. The research uses a 

cross-sectional design with quantitative methods. Dyadic data involving 125 couples (250 individual responses) were collected 

onsite and analyzed with APIM and structural equation modeling (SEM). Findings suggest that above and beyond the 

intrapersonal effects of the TPB (Attitude, SN, and PBC), interpersonal effects of TPB predictors also significantly influence 

revisit intentions. This research contributes to the tourist decision-making literature by extending TPB to dyads and provides a 

nuanced understanding of how couples make a tourist decision. Practically, our research provides implications for hospitality and 

tourist service providers in devising their marketing strategies, especially for those who target couple or family customers.  
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*  *  *  *  *  *  

 

INTRODUCTION              

Companions such as families and couples are groups that frequently travel together (Kim et al., 2020). Family tourism 

dominates the leisure travel market (Schänzel & Smith, 2014; Schänzel & Yeoman, 2015). Market data suggest that over 

70% of tourists travel with their family members in Australia, Indonesia and Thailand (Li et al., 2020). The behaviors of 

family or couple travelers, particularly the outcome of their decision-making, significantly impact the revenue and profit of 

service providers (Sobaih et al., 2024). Therefore, understanding how couple tourists make their consuming decisions has 

drawn continued interest to researchers in tourism studies (Cosenza & Davis, 1981; Davis, 1976; Kim et al., 2020; Litvin et 

al., 2004; Qiao et al., 2022; Rojas-de-Gracia & Alarcón-Urbistondo, 2019; Schänzel & Yeoman, 2015; Wang et al., 2004)  

Within travelling families, various stakeholders might influence the decision-making of their joint vacation. However, 

heads of a household, often a man or a woman, are thought to be the main decision-makers (Kang & Hsu, 2004; Rojas-de-

Gracia et al., 2017, 2019). For decades, researchers have attempted to understand how two individuals within a couple 

interact to reach their vacation decisions (Jenkins, 1978; Rojas-de-Gracia & Alarcón-Urbistondo, 2020). Early research 

approached to separate the complex vacation decision-making process into categories of sub decisions and investigated 

who in the relationship made which specific decisions (Cosenza & Davis, 1981; Fodness, 1992; Jenkins, 1978; Litvin et al., 

2004). Researchers emphasized the individual influence of both partners, often assuming a simplified model where 

vacation decisions were either made solely by men, solely by women, or jointly by both. For example, in Ritchie and 

Filiatrault’s replication of Jenkins’s (1978) family vacation decision-making study, men had more influence over decisions 

relating to budget and timing while women had more influence over lodging types and destination choices (Ritchie & 

Filiatrault, 1980). Recently researcher argues for a more inclusive approach because both the man and woman of a 
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heterosexual couple make “joint decisions” (Barlés-Arizón et al., 2010; Cheng et al., 2019; Gracia & Alarcón-Urbistondo, 

2016; Kang & Hsu, 2005; Litvin et al., 2004; Mottiar & Quinn, 2004; Rojas-de-Gracia & Alarcón-Urbistondo, 2019).  
Yet, the precise mechanism of how these joint decisions is made remains unclear. Partners within a couple rarely share 

identical wants and needs for their joint vacation (Kang & Hsu, 2004, 2005), and each individual brings their own 
perceptions and opinions into the decision-making process. It is therefore important to understand how individuals’ 
psychological factors interact and contribute to their joint decision-making. Answering the “how” question is important for 
hospitality businesses to develop effective marketing strategies (Aras, 2023; Litvin et al., 2004). 

While how a couple makes their joint consuming decision is unknown, the individual decision-making process is well 
studied. The classic consumer behavior model (Engel et al., 1968) proposes that rational consumer decisions follow a 
sequence from attitude to intention to behavior (Decrop, 2006). Tourists’ decision-making research mostly followed this 
grand consumer-behavior model because of the planning nature of most tourist products. Among various rational decision-
making theories, the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB, Ajzen, 1991) is frequently used in the tourist decision-making 
literature for its simplicity and satisfactory explanatory (Armitage & Conner, 2001; Ulker-Demirel & Ciftci, 2020). 
However, the social psychological theory of TPB was designated to explain individual level decision-making processes.  

Specifically, TPB posits that an individual’s intention to perform a certain behavior can be predicted by three types of 
beliefs: a favorable attitude, endorsement from social referent groups (i.e. subjective norms), and perceptions of a personal 
capability of performing the target behavior (perceived behavioral control). When it comes to a couple unit of two 
individuals, the explanatory prowess of the theory is challenged. In the context of couple tourists, scholars shift their focus 
to relationship harmony of vacationing couples. This stream of research argues that a couple’s consensus and conflict 
resolution tactics influence their travel experience and highlights the important role the relationship between partners (Kang 
& Hsu, 2004, 2005; Kozak, 2010; Kozak & Duman, 2012; Rojas-de-Gracia & Alarcón-Urbistondo, 2019; Therkelsen, 
2010). These researchers claim that happier couples enjoy their joint-vacations more, but did not answer how couples make 
their joint-decisions. As Rojas-de-Gracia et al. (2019) point out, until identifying the decision-maker, researchers can then 
explore influences of gender, psychological characteristics and other variables that may explain the joint decision-making. 
To fill this gap, this research uses the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM, Kenny et al., 2006) to explore both 
intrapersonal and interpersonal influences of the TPB predictors and couple’s revisit intentions.  

Psychologists have called to bring the relationship to consumer behavior research (Cavanaugh, 2016; Simpson et al., 
2012b, 2012a) and provided a statistical solution to overcome the challenge of the independence assumption in statistical 
inferences (i.e., APIM). In the dyadic contexts such as couple tourists, according to the Interdependence Theory (Kelley, H. 
H., & Thibaut, J., 1978), two members are often not independent to each other due to their shared relationship and ongoing 
interactions. With this research, we aim to shed light on the complex dynamics of couple’s decision-making regarding their 
revisit intentions. Guided by this objective, we attempt to answer the following research questions:  

RQ1. Do men and women members’ TPB predictors (attitude, SN and PBC) influence their own revisit intention after 
controlling for the existence of their relationship partner and how? 

RQ2. Do men and women members TPB predictors (attitude, SN and PBC) influence each other’s revisit intention and how? 
Using a sample of 125 heterosexual couples and dyadic data collected onsite, our research attempts to unravel the 

“how” question by investigating both intrapersonal and interpersonal influences of TPB predictors and revisit intentions 
within the couple contexts. Past research investigating social influence on decision-making often overlooked the role 
partners play. Guided by the framework of TPB and APIM, this research contributes to tourist behavior knowledge by 
separating the relationship partner from other social influence sources and empirically exploring the intrapersonal and 
interpersonal effects of TPB at the dyadic level. This research also benefits practitioners in the tourism and hospitality 
industry. Knowing that couples make joint decisions provides less resolution in targeting their marketing strategies.  

Our research sets out to improve such segmenting precision while treating couples as the decision-unit. For example, by 
determining which member’s attitude is more influential in not only their own but also their partner’s revisit intention 
would allow for targeted service designs and marketing appeals. Similarly, knowing which member’s social network is 
more influential can help marketers direct their marketing efforts with those social referent groups.   

 

LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENT 

Tourism decision-making: theoretical background   

The study of tourist decision-making largely follows the development of consumer behavior theories. From their early 
emphasis on subjective expected utility (SEU) to a much more nuanced perspective of adaptive decision-making 
(Smallman & Moore, 2010), the theoretical evolution reflects the complexity of consumer choices (Decrop, 2006). The 
early focus on individuals’ pure rationality posited that consumers make choices based on cognitive evaluations of 
outcomes, and choose the alternative that maximizes their expected utility. The concept of “bounded rationality” then 
emerged, arguing consumers face constraints in information or time deficiency and tend to seek optimal instead of 
maximized utility. Later on, the concept of “adaptive decision-making” postulated that individuals consider various 
factors depending on specific situational contexts, personal characteristics, and their social environment. For example, 
when a decision involves others, various needs and wants are considered in reaching a compromise.  Tourists’ decision-
making is influenced by many factors (Decrop, 2006; Decrop & Snelders, 2005; Engel et al., 1968; Loi et al., 2024). 
Decrop (2006) categorized major factors into three groups: socio-psychological variables (e.g. perceptions, attitudes), 
personal variables (e.g. needs and wants), and environmental variables (e.g. interpersonal and situational influences). 
Among the various constructs and theories explaining tourists’ decision-making, the rational decision-making school of 
thought are continued to be used by tourism researchers (Cohen et al., 2014; Hasan et al., 2020; Loi et al., 2024). 
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TPB and revisit intention 

The Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB, Ajzen, 1991) is widely adopted in understanding individual tourist decision -

making, including revisit intention (Ulker-Demirel and Ciftci, 2020). Revisit intention, i.e., the likelihood of a visitor 

returning to a previously visited destination, is the extension of visitors’ post -purchase evaluation (Um et al., 

2006)5/14/2025 9:26:00 AM, and directly predicts brand loyalty. TPB posits that the intention is influenced by three 

major constructs: attitude, subjective norms (SN), and perceived behavioral control (PBC). Meta -analysis suggests that 

TPB robustly predicts individual’s intentions and behaviors across various domains (Armitage & Conner, 2001). In 

tourism and hospitality contexts, the three main TPB constructs are defined as following:   
 

Attitude refers to an individual’s overall evaluation of the target experience, based on “expectancy-value”. Attitude 

reflects the level of “liking” (Ajzen, 2020). One’s attitude toward a service is formed through relevant accessible 

perceptions such as service quality (Han & Kim, 2010), servicescapes (Meng & Choi, 2018; Quintal et al., 2015), or 

relevant cues of festival attributes (Vesci & Botti, 2019). In most cases, an individual’s attitude significantly predicts 

that individual’s revisit intention (Bianchi et al., 2017; Hsu & Huang, 2012; Loi et al., 2024).  
 

Subjective Norm (SN) refers to the perceived social influence to perform or not perform a target behavior. SN is 

influenced by both normative beliefs about what “significant others” think and descriptive beliefs about what 

“significant others” do (Ajzen, 2020). SN has been a strong predictor of a tourist’s visit/revisit intentions (Han & Kim, 

2010; Hsu & Huang, 2012; Juschten et al., 2019; Lam & Hsu, 2004, 2006; Nguyen et al., 2024).  
 

Perceived Behavioral Control (PBC) refers to an individual’s perceived ease or difficulty in performing a target 

behavior. PBC is a significant predictor of revisit intention in various contexts, such as revisiting themed restaurants 

(Meng & Choi, 2018), green hotels (Han & Kim, 2010), and winery resorts (Quintal et al., 2015) but not in the context 

of revisiting festivals (Choo et al., 2016; Vesci & Botti, 2019). Despite criticisms regarding its assumptions of 

rationality and limited consideration of emotional and external factors (Armitage & Conner, 2001; Perugini & Bagozzi, 

2001; Sniehotta et al., 2014; Ulker-Demirel & Ciftci, 2020), the TPB’s simplicity, generalizability, and robust predictive 

ability make it a suitable tool for understanding tourist behavior (Armitage & Conner, 2001). However, TPB’s focus on 

(independent) individuals overlooks the complex interplay of decision-making when more than one individual is 

involved, such as joint-decisions in group vacations (Cohen et al., 2014). Specifically, although TPB acknowledges 

social influence with the construct of SN, SN is ultimately internal to an individual perception. As a result, the non -

independence of more than one decision-maker has been systematically omitted in TPB thus far. 
 

Joint decisions in the couple vacation context 

The research on vacation decision-making in couples has evolved from focusing on the relative influence of which 

decision men or women make to a consensus of joint decisions. Early on, studies often assumed decisions were made 

solely by either men, women, or both (Cosenza & Davis, 1981; Fodness, 1992; Jenkins, 1978). Recent literature 

highlights a democratic pattern where both partners have similar influences on vacation decisions (Barlés-Arizón et al., 

2010; Kang & Hsu, 2005; Litvin et al., 2004, Mottiar & Quinn, 2004). For example, based on children’s perceptions 

across 25 countries, Cheng and colleagues (2019) found that both men (fathers) and women (mothers) have a similar 

influence on vacation decisions. In another study of 375 heterosexual couple dyads, Rojas -de-Gracia et al. (2019) found 

that, except for information search, there is a “joint structure” in most sub-decisions. Some research has realized the 

importance of the dyadic approach in studying couple tourists but could not pinpoint how individual characteristics 

influence the dyadic decision. Researchers investigated how group-level characteristics such as couple cohesion and 

communication tactics influence decision satisfaction (Barlés-Arizón et al., 2010; Cheng et al., 2019; Gracia & Alarcón-

Urbistondo, 2016; Kang & Hsu, 2005; Litvin et al., 2004; Mottiar & Quinn, 2004; Rojas-de-Gracia & Alarcón-

Urbistondo, 2019). For example, Kozak (2010) studied a Turkish sample of 226 married individuals regarding their 

vacation planning and dining-out decision-making. They found that cooperative couples who compromise with their 

partners have higher satisfaction with their purchase and recommendation decisions. In other words, relationship 

harmony makes couples’ tourism experience more enjoyable. However, less is known about individual factors nor their 

interactions in this process. One reason limiting researchers’ investigation effort in studying couple tourists is the 

methodology, i.e. the independence assumption (Gullo, 2020; Simpson et al., 2012b).  

This statistical premise requires that data points are independent to make unbiased estimations  and valid inferences. 

In a couple dyad, however, both members’ scores are often correlated (i.e. non-independent) because of their shared 

experiences and relationship. This “common fate” often leads to two members from a couple reporting more similar 

scores than other couple units (Kenny, 2006). For instance, as a couple, Mary’s attitude toward the hotel they stayed in 

tends to be more similar to John’s attitude than those outside of their relationship. For researchers, such common 

variation makes it “impossible” to separate the individual influences within a couple, other than aggregating to the 

dyadic level characteristics (Kang & Hsu, 2005; Rojas-de-Gracia et al., 2017, 2019; Rojas-de-Gracia & Alarcón-

Urbistondo, 2019). In this research, we attempt to solve the methodological challenge by extending the traditional TPB 

with the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM) which provides a statistical solution (Kenny et al., 2006).  

 

Hypotheses Development  

Joint decisions by couples suggest that there is only one shared behavioral outcome for the dyad. For example, revisit or 

not. Although vacationing couples are treated as a single decision-making unit (Decrop, 2006, 2008), they are composed of 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?2Qzs2p
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two individuals with unique needs and wants (Kang & Hsu, 2004, 2005). According to the Independence Theory (Kelley & 

Thibaut, 1978), individuals in close relationships influence each other’s opinions and outcomes due to shared experiences 

and situations. This suggests that decision-making within a couple is not solely an individual process but involves mutual 

influences of two partner’s perspectives and preferences. When a couple travels together, two individuals develop their own 

psychological formations (Lam & Hsu, 2006) influencing their revisit intentions. Under TPB framework, each partner’s 

evaluation of the product (attitudes), susceptibility to social influence (SN), and perceived behavioral control (PBC), are 

positively associated with their own revisit intention. Previous research has provided abundant evidence that individual 

effects of attitudes, SN, and PBC jointly predict the revisit intention within the TPB framework, but such individual models 

ignored the potential impact of the relationship partner. There are two individuals in a heterosexual couple, and we 

anticipate by controlling the existence of the partner and their influence, each member’s revisit intention is predicted by 

their own set of TPB predictors interpersonally. Specifically,  

For men:      H1a: His attitude positively predicts his own revisit intention. 

                    H1b: His SN positively predicts his own revisit intention. 

                    H1c: His PBC positively predicts his own revisit intention. 

For women: H1d: Her attitude positively predicts her own revisit intention. 

                    H1e: Her attitude positively predicts her own revisit intention. 

                    H1f: Her attitude positively predicts her own revisit intention. 

The Interdependence Theory suggests that close relationship partners rely on each other, provide emotional support, and 

affirm each other’s behaviors and decisions (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978). This interdependence may be embodied in the 

couple’s course of interaction and relationship development. We presume that each member’s attitude, SN, and PBC will 

not only influence their own intention but also their partner’s revisit intention because couples have endured interaction and 

communication during their shared vacation (Kozak & Duman, 2012). For instance, in their research with 445 British 

families in Turkey, Kozak & Duman (2012) found that respondents revisit intention was significantly influenced by their 

spouses’ vacation satisfaction. This indicates that if one partner holds a strong positive attitude towards a hotel, through 

communication, their preference may be learned by the other partner, who would therefore report higher revisit intention. 

Similarly, if one partner talks about how their friends (or other social referents) enjoyed their positive experiences, the other 

partner may also be persuaded, and their revisit intention enhanced. Furthermore, if one partner is confident in revisiting 

the hotel, their perceived control may as well empower the other half to feel the same.  

Therefore, we anticipate that each partner’s attitude, SN, and PBC influence the other’s revisit intention. Specifically, 

For men: H2a: His Attitude positively predicts her revisit intention. 

               H2b: His SN positively predicts her revisit intention. 

               H2c: His PBC positively predicts her revisit intention. 

For women: H2d: Her Attitude positively predicts his revisit intention. 

                    H2e: Her SN positively predicts his revisit intention. 

                    H2f: Her PBC positively predicts his revisit intention. 
 

 
 

Figure 1. Theoretical Framework: the APIM-TPB Model (Note: the postfix “_M” indicates the male partner of a heterosexual couple, 

while “_W” indicates the female partner; Double-headed dashed paths represent “non-independence” of scores within a couple dyad.  

The single-headed solid paths represent actor effects (intrapersonal), and the single-headed dashed lines represent partner effects (interpersonal) 

 

MATERIALS AND METHODS 

Design and sample 

This study employed a cross-sectional design to investigate the dyadic influences within the TPB framework among a 

couple guests to a hotel. Specifically, both men and women partners’ attitudes, SN, PBC, and revisit intention were 

assessed concurrently. Upon approval from the Human Research Ethics Committee of Mae Fah Luang University and prior 

consent from the business owners, we collected data onsite at three local resorts in Doi Mae between November 2022 and 

February 2023. Doi Mae Salong is a popular tourist destination in northern Thailand known for its mountainous scenery, 
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tea plantations, and Yunnanese culture. Two trained research assistants approached hotel guests at breakfast venues, 

inviting coupled guests to participate in the study in exchange for a pack of tea. The intercept approach allows respondents 

to reflect on their experience while their memory was still fresh (Quintal et al., 2015). With consent, participants 

simultaneously and independently completed an electronic questionnaire on their personal cell phones, ensuring 

independent responses. We included only mixed-sex couples where 1) both individuals were 18 years or older, 2) were in a 

romantic relationship, and 3) had experienced the hotel together. Screened questions were asked at the beginning of the 

questionnaire to ensure criteria 1 and 2. Criterion 3 was achieved verbally by the research assistants in-situ. We excluded 

same-sex couple responses because using sex as a variable to distinguish members in a dyad is the most common practice in 

couple research using APIM (Garcia et al., 2015). Furthermore, distinguishable and indistinguishable dyads apply to different 

analytical procedures (Garcia et al., 2015). 304 responses were collected, after excluding 5 same-sex couples (10 responses), 8 

incomplete and 36 unmatchable responses, a final sample of 125 dyads (250 individuals) was included in this study.  

 

Measures 

Key constructs from the TPB (Attitude, SN, PBC, and revisit intention) were measured using established scales adapted 

from previous research (Juschten et al., 2019; Lam & Hsu, 2006; Quintal et al., 2010, 2015). The scales were contextualized to 

the hotel setting and assessed using seven-point Likert scales. Each construct consisted of three to four items which were then 

averaged. In this current research, revisit intention was measured with three items (e.g. “I plan to visit this hotel again”) 

ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Higher mean values reflect higher possibility of revisiting.  

Attitude refers to how much a customer likes her/his experience with the hotel stayed and was measured by three items 

with opposite semantic terms (e.g., “All things considered, I think staying in this hotel would be…” very unenjoyable (1) to 

very enjoyable (7). Higher mean values reflect higher degrees of liking of the hotel stayed. SN was measured with four 

items using semantically different phrases, such as: “They would think that I… should not (1) – should (7)... choose to stay 

in this hotel”. A higher mean value means a higher level of “non-partner” social influence perceived. Prior TPB research 

treated SN as a lump sum of social influences from various reference groups such as family and friends, work colleagues, 

and tour agents. As we specifically study how individual members’ perceived SN influences each other’s revisit intention, 

we singled out the influence of the relationship partner from other “significant others”. To achieve this, we provided oral 

and written instructions describing the “significant others” should not include the relationship partner whom they travelled 

with. PBC was defined as the extent to which a customer thinks they are confident in deciding to stay in the hotel of choice. 

PBC was measured using a three-item Likert scale, for which respondents were asked their level of agreement ranging from 

strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). e.g., “Whether or not I chose to stay in this hotel was entirely up to me”. 

 Previous studies supported the TPB scales’ internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha > 0.72) (Quintal et al., 2015). For 

the current study, Cronbach’s alpha for the scales in every construct exceeded 0.9, suggesting good construct reliability 

(Hair, 2010). The questionnaire also collected demographic information including sex, age, education, employment status, 

and length of relationship, as summarized in Table 1. The timestamp and room number served later as the major basis for 

matching individual responses, which would then be restructured into dyadic datasets. Dyadic dataset structures are suitable 

for further structural model analysis (Kenny et al., 2006; Garcia et al., 2015). In this structure, one couple ID corresponds to 

two individual members (a man and a woman), and for each variable, there is a score for the men and women partners, 

indicated by “_M” and “_W” respectively.  See specific measurement scales in Table 2.  

 

Analysis strategy 

Descriptive statistics such as frequency distributions or means and standard deviations were obtained to summarize 

demographic characteristics. Pearson correlation coefficients were used to determine correlations and non-independence 

among variable scores between the men and women partners. For inferential analysis, we applied the Actor-Partner 

Interdependence Model (APIM; Kenny et al., 2006) to examine both intrapersonal and interpersonal associations between 

attitude, SN, PBC, and revisit intention. The APIM is a statistical procedure for analyzing dyadic data. APIM suggests a 

couple member’s predictor variable not only affects their outcome interpersonally (i.e. actor effect), but also affects their 

partner’s outcome interpersonally (i.e. partner effect). In this study, actor effects referred to the impact of a person’s 

attitude, SN, and PBC on their own revisit intention, and partner effects were the impact of a person’s attitude, SN, and 

PBC on their partner’s revisit intention. We adopted Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) to test the APIM using 

maximum likelihood (ML) estimation as SEM allows for setting path constraints and model comparison tests. Following 

Garcia et al.’s (2015) recommendation, we used chi-square and Sampled Adjusted Bayesian Information Criterion (SABIC) 

as indexes for model fit. All analyses were done in R, and a significance level of .05 was used throughout.  

The APIM-SEM simultaneously estimates two structural equations, one for women’s revisit intention (Int_W) and one 

for men’s revisit intention (Int_M). We followed a three-step approach to test the APIM-SEM recommended by Gana & 

Broc (2019) and Garcia et al., (2015). Firstly, we estimated the baseline APIM where each partner’s attitude, SN, and PBC 

are regressed on his/her own revisit intention as well as his/her partner’s revisit intention, as depicted in Figure 1. This 

baseline model is saturated (df = 0) as we allowed all paths to vary freely. Secondly, to determine whether sex played a 

significant role and establish sex distinguishability of actor and partner effects, we created three sub-models, one for each 

predictor (attitude, SN, and PBC). In these submodels, we restricted the actor and partner effects to be equal across both 

members, for example, his attitude → his intention = her attitude → her intention (actor effect of attitude), and her attitude 

→ his intention = his attitude → her intention (partner effect of attitude). By comparing the fit of each constrained 

submodel to the baseline model, we could assess whether accounting for within-couple sex differences significantly 
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improved the model’s explanatory power. In other words, whether men and women influence themselves and their partners 

differently in the statistical sense. This sex difference would empirically justify the need to examine both members’ scores 

in a dyadic unit, which is the premise for dyadic analysis with distinguishable dyads (Kenny et al., 2006). A significant 

decrease in model fit after constraining the effects equal across both members would mean that sex does make a difference 

(Kenny et al., 2006). Lastly, we selected the best-fitting model based on the Chi-square difference test and the SABIC 

criterion (Garcia et al., 2015). A non-significant Chi-square difference and a smaller SABIC indicate a better model fit. 

This best-fit model was then used to interpret the path coefficients and test our hypotheses. 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Demographic characteristics of the couple dyads 

This study included 250 respondents, with an equal distribution of men and women from 125 heterosexual couples 

(Table 1). Most were in dating relationships (83.2%).  
 

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of respondents (Source: Author’s own work) (Note: N=250) 
 

Demographics (n=250) Frequency Percentage 

sex Female 125 50 

 Male 125 50 

Relationship Type Dating 208 83.2 

 Married 42 16.8 

Relationship Length less than 1 year 4 1.6 

 1-3 years 6 2.4 

 3-6 years 14 5.6 

6-9 years 28 11.2 

9-12 years 26 10.4 

12 years or longer 172 68.8 

Age 18-20 5 2 

 21-30 8 3.2 

31-40 83 33.2 

41-50 102 40.8 

51-60 42 16.8 

61 and above 10 4 

Education none 2 0.8 

 
 
 

Elementary 1 0.4 

High School 17 6.8 

College diploma 40 16 

Bachelor’s Degree 132 52.8 

Master’s Degree 44 17.6 

PhD or higher 14 5.6 

Employment Unemployed 27 10.8 

 Part-time 21 8.4 

Full-time 202 80.8 

Monthly income 9000 baht or less 8 3.2 

 9,001-15,000 13 5.2 

15,001-25,000 26 10.4 

25,001-35,000 39 15.6 

35,001-45,000 34 13.6 

45,001-55,000 30 12 

55,001-65,000 16 6.4 

65,001 or more 84 33.6 

Hotel stayed Baan Seesee 134 53.6 

 Baan Hom Muen Li 98 39.2 

Wang Put Tan 18 7.2 

Number of Children 0 116 46.4 

 1 49 19.6 

2 61 24.4 

3 18 7.2 

4 6 2.4 

 
Table 2. Measurement Scales and Item Loading (Source: Author’s own work) (Note: N=250) 

 

Items Item loading 

INT_M: Revisit intention of Men (alpha = 0.97)  

INT1_M: I plan to visit…again. 0.93 

INT2_M: I will very much like to 0.98 

INT3_M: I intend to visit… next time 0.95 

INT_W Revisit intention of Women (alpha = 0.96)  

INT1_W: I plan to visit…again. 0.93 
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INT2_W: I will very much like to 0.97 

INT3_W: I intend to visit… next time 0.92 

Att_M: Attitudes of Men (alpha = 0.95)  

Att1_M: Boring/Fun 0.92 

Att2_M: Unpleasant/Pleasant 0.92 

Att3_M: Unenjoyable/enjoyable 0.95 

Att_W: Attitudes of Women (alpha = 0.91)  

Att1_W: Boring/Fun 0.81 

Att2_W: Unpleasant/Pleasant 0.93 

Att3_W: Unenjoyable/enjoyable 0.92 

SN_M: Subjective Norms of Men (alpha = 0.95)  

SN1_M: should not/ should 0.93 

SN2_M: not approve/ approve 0.90 

SN3_M: not choose/choose 0.91 

SN4_M: not like/ like 0.92 

SN_W: Subjective Norms of Women (alpha = 0.94)  

SN1_W: should not/ should 0.86 

SN2_W: not approve/ approve 0.89 

SN3_W: not choose/choose 0.91 

SN4_W: not like/ like 0.95 

PBC_M: Perceived behavioral control of Men (alpha = 0.92)  

PBC1_M: entirely up to me 0.95 

PBC2_M: complete control whether… 0.94 

PBC3_M: Nothing prevented me 0.80 

PBC_W: Perceived behavioral control of Women (alpha = 0.92)  

PBC1_W: entirely up to me 0.90 

PBC2_W: complete control whether… 0.94 

PBC3_W: Nothing prevented me 0.84 

 

Validity and reliability 

Before proceeding with inferential analysis, we conducted tests to assess construct validity and reliability. Cronbach’s 

alpha results suggested good internal consistency with alpha coefficients of 0.91~0.97. These values surpassed the 

recommended cutoff of 0.8 (Cortina, 1993). Before SEM, we performed confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The CFA item 

loadings, composite reliability (CR), and average variance extracted (AVE) indices indicated robust construct reliability 

and validity, surpassing the standard cutoffs of 0.7 and 0.5 (Hair et al., 2006) (Table 3).  
 

Table 3. Correlation matrix, reliability, and validity indices (Source: Author’s own work) (Note *** p<0.001, ** p < 0.05 and * p <0.1) 
 

 Att_M Att_W SN_M SN_W PBC_M PBC_W Int_M Int_W 

Att_M 1        

Att_W .21* 1       

SN_M .58*** 0.15 1      

SN_W .21* .70*** .29** 1     

PBC_M .43*** 0.05 .56*** 0.16 1    

PBC_W 0.17 .46*** 0.15 .55*** .22* 1   

Int_M .48*** .20* .81*** .25** .57*** .25** 1  

Int_W .27** .59*** .36*** .64*** .24** .47*** .42*** 1 

mean 5.88 5.81 5.66 5.76 5.08 5.39 5.47 5.46 

SD 1.45 1.46 1.46 1.34 1.82 1.72 1.52 1.53 

CR 0.95 0.92 0.95 0.95 0.93 0.92 0.97 0.96 

AVE 0.91 0.85 0.94 0.92 0.87 0.86 0.88 0.86 

Cronbach’s alpha 0.95 0.91 0.95 0.94 0.92 0.92 0.97 0.96 

 

Correlations and Nonindependence 

As presented in the correlation matrix in Table 3, three distinct types of correlations were observed. Firstly, at the 

individual level, attitude, SN and PBC exhibit significant correlations with revisit intention for both men and women. 

Secondly, at the interpersonal level, one partner’s attitude, SN, and PBC are associated with the other partner’s revisit 

intention. Thirdly, correlations between men’s and women’s scores on the same constructs were observed. For instance, 

revisit intentions (Int_M and Int_W) are significantly correlated between men and women partners. This nonindependence 

between the two members justify the suitability for APIM. 
 

Baseline APIM and model fit comparison 

Following Kenny’s three-step SEM approach to APIMs, we estimated the baseline (unrestricted) APIM model. See 

Figure 2. Table 4 presents the estimates. In the baseline model, we allowed all effects to vary without any restrictions, 

which is a saturated model with df = 0. As shown in Figure 2, the model explained 66.8% of the variance of men’s revisit 

intention (R2 = 0.668) and 50.5% of the variance of women’s revisit intention (R2 = 0.505).  
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Figure 2. The Baseline APIM Model (Source: Author’s own work) 
 

Since the baseline model is saturated with df = 0, Chi-square was not available. By SABIC, the baseline model fitted at 

713.378. We then created submodels by constraining the actor and partner effects of each construct the same across sexes.  

In submodels 1, 2, and 3 the effects of attitude, SN, and PBC were constrained as equal across men and women 

members respectively. Table 5 provides a comparison of the submodels against the baseline. As suggested in Table 5, 

submodel 3 with the actor and partner effects of PBC constrained equal across men and women has the best model fit. 

Submodel 3 has a df = 2, an insignificant and smallest Chi-square difference of 1.822 (p = 0.402), and the smallest SABIC 

of 711.868. Similar to the baseline model, submodel 3 explains 66.2% of variance of men’s revisit intention (R2 = 0.662) 

and 51.2% of women’s revisit intention (R2 = 0.512).  Submodel 3 fits the data better than all other submodels and the 

baseline model. This suggests that there is no empirical sex difference in both actor and partner effect of PBC within couples.  

However, there are significant sex differences in the effects of attitude and SN, as the SABIC of submodel 1 (attitude-

constrained) and submodel 2 (SN-constrained) are greater than that of the baseline (719.444, 717.838, and 713.378 

respectively), and with significant Chi-square differences 7.792 (P = 0.02) and 9.398 (p = 0.009). In our dyadic TPB 

framework, sex distinguishability is established for attitude and SN, but not for PBC.  
 

Table 4. Estimates of the Baseline APIM (Source: Author’s own work) (Note: N = 125. The outcome variable is Revisit Intention.) 
 

Effect Coefficient SE p 

Intercepts    

Men 0.187 0.454 0.680 

Women -0.222 0.557 0.690 

Actor effects of Attitude    

Men (Att_M on Int_M) -0.027 0.068 0.696 

Women (Att_W on Int_W) 0.311 0.096 0.001 

Partner effects of Attitude    

Men (Att_W on Int_M) 0.146 0.078 0.061 

Women (Att_M on Int_W) -0.008 0.084 0.926 

Actor effects of SN    

Men (SN_M on Int_M) 0.717 0.076 0.000 

Women (SN_W on SN_W) 0.346 0.112 0.002 

Partner effects of SN    

Men (SN_W on Int_M) -0.166 0.091 0.070 

Women (SN_M on Int_W) 0.194 0.093 0.037 

Actor effects of PBC    

Men (PBC_M on Int_M) 0.165 0.054 0.002 

Women (PBC_W on Int_W) 0.114 0.069 0.099 

Partner effects of PBC    

Men (PBC_W on Int_M) 0.120 0.056 0.002 

Women (PBC_M on Int_W) 0.043 0.066 0.521 
 

Table 5. Model Fit Comparison (Source: Author’s own work) (Note N = 125. In model 01, the actor and partner effects of Attitude  

are constrained to be equal for men and women, releasing 2 degrees of freedom. Model 2 for SN constraints, and Model 3 for PBC) 
 

Models Chi-square df p SABIC 

Saturated Model - 0 - 713.378 

Submodel 1 (Att constrained) 7.792 2 0.02 717.838 

Submodel 2 (SN constrained) 9.398 2 0.009 719.444 

Submodel 3 (PBC constrained) 1.822 2 0.402 711.868 

 

Model Selection 
With the distinguishability test results by model fit comparison, we selected submodel 3 (PBC effects constrained 

equal) to interpret estimated results and test our hypotheses. Figure 3 and Table 6 presents the selected submodel and 
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coefficient estimates. On the intrapersonal level, men’s revisit intention is significantly predicted by his own SN (beta = 

0.725, p = 0.000) and a shared PBC (0.148, p = 0.000) but not his Attitude (p=0.766). As for women, her revisit intention is 

driven by all TPB predictors: her attitude (0.311; p = 0.001) SN (0.322; p = 0.003) and a shared PBC (0.148; p = 0.000).  
 

Table 6. Coefficient Estimates of PBC-Constrained Submodel  

(Source: Author’s own work) (Note N=125. The outcome variable is Revisit Intention) 
 

Effect Coefficient SE p 

Intercepts    

Men 0.229 0.454 0.613 (n.s) 

Women -0.293 0.557 0.599 (n.s) 

Actor effects of Attitude    

Men (Att_M on Int_M) -0.020 0.068 0.766 (n.s) 

Women (Att_W on Int_W) 0.311 0.095 0.001*** 

Partner effects of Attitude    

Men (Att_W on Int_M) 0.149 0.078 0.055* 

Women (Att_M on Int_W) -0.021 0.084 0.802(n.s) 

Actor effects of SN    

Men (SN_M on Int_M) 0.725 0.073 0.000*** 

Women (SN_W on SN_W) 0.322 0.108 0.003*** 

Partner effects of SN    

Men (SN_W on Int_M) -0.147 0.089 0.100* 

Women (SN_M on Int_W) 0.169 0.088 0.054* 

Actor effects of PBC    

Men (PBC_M on Int_M) 0.148 0.042 0.000*** 

Women (PBC_W on Int_W) 0.148 0.042 0.000*** 

Partner effects of PBC    

Men (PBC_W on Int_M) 0.089 0.042 0.034** 

Women (PBC_M on Int_W) 0.089 0.042 0.034** 
 

These results suggest that the traditional individual level of TPB framework generally explains each member’s decision-

making patterns in the dyadic context, except for men’s Attitude. On the interpersonal level, both men’s and women’s 

revisit intentions are positively influenced by each other’s shared PBC (0.089, p = 0.034). However, when it comes to 

Attitude and SN, men and women influence each other differently. Specifically, at the 95% confidence interval, men’s 

revisit intention is not influenced by her Attitude (0.149, p = 0.055) nor SN (-0.147, p = 0.100). But women’s revisit 

intention is positively and significantly influenced by his SN (0.169; p = 0.054). These results suggest that above and beyond 

the actor effects, within the TPB framework, partner effects also exist in explaining each couple member’s revisit intentions.  
 

 
Figure 3. Paths and Coefficients of the PBC-constrained Model (Source: Author’s own work) 

 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

Building upon TPB, we extended the boundary of individual consumer behavior by examining a couple tourists’ 

decision-making dynamics in APIM. With data collected from both members of 125 heterosexual couples (250 

respondents) who have experienced their joint stay in a local hotel in northern Thailand, we explored the potential mutual 

influences between couple members in the mechanism of their post-experience decision-making. In our APIM by SEM 

approach, we simultaneously modeled for both men and women members’ revisit intentions, while acknowledging the non-

independence across different sexes. Aiming at exploring how joint decisions are made between two individual members of 

a couple regarding a revisit, we hypothesized that couple members’ TPB predictors of Attitude, SN, and PBC predict their 

own revisit intention interpersonally (H1), and their partner’s revisit intention (H2) interpersonally. Our results provided 

partial support to both sets of hypotheses. We now discuss the main findings and how they inform both theory and practice. 
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Sex differences within TPB in the couple context 

Through model comparison, we justified the distinguishability of sex in effects of Attitude and SN, but not for PBC. 

This finding necessitated studying couples as the decision-making unit (Decrop, 2006) while examining each individuals’ 

decision formation. Previous studies found sex as a moderator in various evaluation outcomes in the consumer decision-

making domain. Such studies compared male and female groups as two groups of individuals. Our distinguishability test 

results indicate that sex difference in TPB predictors takes effect even when we study tourists at the couple level, which allows 

for further analysis of sex roles in the unit of couples. Traditional dichotomy of sex has drawn a lot of research interest and 

generated interesting knowledge which leads to a gender-role stereotype. In Meyers‐Levy & Loken’s (2015) review, they 

outlined five types of sex differences among these two groups of individuals. For instance, females are more other-oriented, 

and males are more self-oriented. Specifically in research applying TPB, contradicting results exist: e.g., females are more 

strongly influenced by SN and PBC in their willingness to pay for pro-environmental causes (López-Mosquera, 2016). 

Males are more strongly influenced by their social referents (SN) in their intention to visit green restaurants (Moon, 2021).  

However, in the context of couple tourists, individual level of sex difference, or sex stereotype lacks accuracy because 

the two sexes are nested in one dyadic unit. Consider: while your boyfriend and mine are both male, their shared sex role 

might still have different implications in our unique relationships. In other words, examining sex difference with the couple 

text they are in allows for improved resolution of sex difference. Especially when such difference is important to identify 

roles within couples. Rojas-de-Gracia et al. (2019) claimed that only a clear identification of the decision-maker within a 

couple can allow further investigating of sex, motivations, attitudes, and other characteristics. We filled this gap with 

APIM. Besides sex distinguishability, APIM further allowed us to empirically examine how men and women influence 

themselves and their better half in making their decisions regarding revisiting a hotel.  
 

Intrapersonal influences 

We hypnotized in H1 that in the couple travel context, intrapersonal effects of TPB predictors positively influence their 

revisit intentions, and H1 are largely supported. Table 7 presents the test results. With H1, we confirmed TPB’s explanatory 

ability intrapersonally, while controlling for couple partners. Our results suggested men’s revisit intention is predicted by 

his SN and PBC but not his attitude (-0.020, p = 0.766), while women’s revisit intention is predicted by all of the TPB 

predictors. Previous studies extensively used TPB to study consumers’ decision-making, and our results aligned their 

results. Our findings contributed another empirical evidence supporting TPB, while controlling for couple partners. 

Interestingly, our findings suggest men’s attitude does not predict his revisit intention to the hotel (-0.020, p = 0.766), unlike 

their female partners (0.311, p = 0.001). This suggests women’s liking of the hotel has more influence compared to men’s 

preference. The result aligns with previous findings on women’s “gatekeeper” (Mottiar & Quinn, 2004) or “dominating” roles 

(Kim et al., 2010; Litvin et al., 2004; Rojas-de-Gracia et al., 2018; Rojas-de-Gracia & Alarcón-Urbistondo, 2018) in making 

travel related decisions especially for accommodation. Wang & Li, (2021) found that mothers (women) have a stronger 

individual identity and thereby the main decision maker. This implies that women’s attitude is decisive in their family travels. 

Our finding concurs this result, but with more nuances within the couple context. The result that men’s attitude failed to 

predict even his own intention implies that women’s decision-making is not swayed by his tastes and liking of the hotel. 
 

Table 7. Test Results of Hypotheses 1 (Source: Author’s own work) 
 

Hypothesis Result Coefficient p-value 

H1a: His Attitude → His Revisit Intention Rejected -0.020 0.766 

H1b: His SN → His Revisit Intention Supported 0.725 0.000 

H1c: His PBC → His Revisit Intention Supported 0.148 0.000 

H1d: Her Attitude → Her Revisit Intention Supported 0.311 0.001 

H1e: Her SN → Her Revisit Intention Supported 0.322 0.003 

H1f: Her PBC → Her Revisit Intention Supported 0.148 0.000 
 

 

Interpersonal influences 

By H2, we hypothesized that interpersonal effects of TPB predictors positively influence each other’ revisit intention. 

Table 8 presents the results of Hypotheses 2. 
 

Table 8. Test Results of Hypotheses 2 (Source: Author’s own work) 
 

Hypothesis Result Coefficient p-value 

H2a: Her Attitude → His Revisit Intention Rejected 0.149 0.055 

H2b: Her SN → His Revisit Intention Rejected -0.147 0.100 

H2c: Her PBC → His Revisit Intention Supported 0.089 0.034 

H2d: His Attitude → Her Revisit Intention Rejected -0.021 0.802 

H2e: His SN → Her Revisit Intention Supported 0.169 0.054 

H2f: His PBC → Her Revisit Intention Supported 0.089 0.034 
 

 

Most interestingly, we empirically tested partner effects of TPB in predicting couple members’ revisit intentions. Above 

and beyond the intrapersonal influences, our findings suggest that interpersonal (partner) effects do exist. Specifically, men 

influence women with his SN, and women’s social influence on men seems significant, and a shared PBC influences each 

other’s revisit intention with no sex differences. Wang & Li (2021) reported that fathers (men) play an unimportant 
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“passive role” in the decision-making. In contrast, our findings highlighted the influence of his SN on not only his but also 

her revisit intention (0.169, p = 0.054). This indicates men’s social influence might have a critical role in shaping the 

couple’s decision-making. Interestingly, men’s revisit intention seems to only subject to his own predictors (expect for a 

shared PBC), while women’s intention is predicted by both her TPB and his SN. This may be explained by women’s other-

orientation (Meyers‐Levy & Loken, 2015) that women makes her decision with more sensitivity to conditions, including 

how her partners’ social network would evaluate the hotel, while men tend to be more self-oriented in his decision-making.  
 

Implications  

There has been a persistent lack of theory in guiding quantitative research in couple tourism decision-making (Gracia & 

Alarcón-Urbistondo, 2016). Our research advanced in family vacation studies by examining dyadic members’ mutual 

influences in their different patterns of decision-making. By quantifying the intrapersonal and interpersonal influences 

between couple members under the TPB framework, we provided a more nuanced picture of how couples’ influence each 

other in their revisit intentions. This provides fresh insights into the body of literature especially in couple tourists’ 

decision-making. Methodologically, our approach revealed a more nuanced picture of patterns in couple decision-making 

with quantitative precision. Rojas-de-Gracia et al., (2019) noted the challenge of having to identify the decision-maker 

before investigating motivations and characteristics of couple members in the family tourism research, and our research 

provided another solution. Practically, our study offers valuable insights for tourism and hospitality providers targeting 

couple tourists. Recognizing that women’s (instead of the men’s) positive attitudes drive the couple’s decision-making, 

tourism and hospitality businesses are advised to prioritize there marketing emphasis toward women’s tastes and 

preferences, as they are the gatekeeper. Additionally, while positive social influence from both men and women is 

important, men’s social network seem more influential as it not only predicts his but also her revisit intention.  

Businesses are therefore advised to appeal to their guests’ (especially the male partners’) willingness to generate 

positive word-of-mouth, for example, by providing them incentives to share their experiences on social media, providing 

discount promotion to those recommended guests, or crafting marketing messages with male perspective, and direct their 

testimonials at male guests’ friends and colleagues. At the same time, businesses are advised to ease couple tourists’ 

logistical concerns, such as emphasizing on convenience features, and couple-friendly environment in their marketing 

message, as PBC, although not sex-specific, is a significant predictor of couple members’ revisit intention. 
 

Limitations and Future Directions 

Our research does not come without limitations. As discussed earlier, at the 95% confidence interval, in our model, 

apart from the shared PBC, we only found one significant partner effect (Men’s SN→Women’s revisit intention). Studies 

with larger samples will likely yield more significant results. Secondly, we excluded same-sex couples in order to test sex-

distinguishable dyads. Future research is encouraged to be more inclusive by studying on homosexual couples. APIM can 

also accommodate indistinguishable dyads, which can help future researchers gain more understanding on how same-sex 

couples make their tourism decisions. Our study focused on romantic couple decision-making dynamics. However, family 

vacations often involve additional stakeholders, particularly children (Khoo-Lattimore et al., 2015; Thornton et al., 1997;  

Wang et al., 2004) or cross-generation members (Wang & Li, 2021) Future research designs are encouraged to include 

more family members to investigate decision-making dynamics within bigger groups. Furthermore, we provided empirical 

analysis to data collected in the Asian context, given that couples’ communication styles might be different across different 

cultures especially compared to the west, scholars in the west with accessible data might provide further insights to the  
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