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Abstract

With the development of society, changes in the family structure of China's residents and the
increase in family income, parent—child travel has gradually become a new hotspot for tourism
consumption. It is important for tourism marketers to understand the needs and motivations of
parent—child travelers. This study explored the push and pull motivations of parent—child travelers by
conducting a questionnaire survey of 290 travelers to parent—child farms and validated the path
relationships between push and pull motivations, experiences and behavioral intentions. The result
indicated that: 3 push factors were derived from the factor analysis of 13 push items and were named
as 'For children & Family’ , 'Escape & Relax’, and 'Socialization’; 3 pull factors were derived from the
factor analysis of 11 pull items and were labeled: 'Facilites & Safety’, Theme activities’, and
‘Environment’. Through sub hypotheses testing, the results show that push-pull motivation of
parent—child travelers has a positive effect on their experience(4Es) for attending. 'Esthetics Experience'
has the highest effect on the parent-child travelers’ behavioral intentions, followed by 'Education
Experience' and 'Entertainment Experience'.
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I. Introduction

Since 2013, the "Where's Dad Going" reality
show has exploded the Parent-child travel
market in China. Parent-child travel is one of
the types of market segmentation based on the
subject of tourism by the Chinese researchers.
Parent-child travel is a kind of tourism activity
which takes the child as the main body, the
parents as the leaders and the family as a unit,
with the purpose of strengthening the
emotional relationship between parents and
children,

education and

social cultivation, knowledge

ability and quality[1]. A
substantial amount of statistics and articles in
travel magazines indicated that family vacation
travel is one of the major worldwide trends[2].

In 2018, Document No. 544 issued by the
Ministry of culture and tourism of China
pointed out that the development of
high-quality weekend parent-child tourism
products should be encouraged. The tourism
subjects of parent-child travel is the core family
consisting of a pair of parents and their
children. With the rapid development of
Chinese society and the increase in family
income, the total demand for the parent-child
travel market is growing rapidly, and the
differences in demand are becoming apparent.
Different  family  backgrounds,  different
spending power, different age groups of
children and parents' different ideas about child
development all lead to different demands for
parent-child travel products. At present, the
of China's

tourism is huge, but the types of products are

market potential parent-child
simple[3], the service facilities are imperfect,
and safety and security are insufficient[4].

It is important to everyone in tourism related

industries to understanding the family vacation
decision-making process and the family travel
market segment has great economic impact[5].
Children have the greatest influence when
deciding on the type of family vacation
activity[5], although they have often been
overlooked in past research on the subject[6][7].

The purpose of this study was to explore the
push and pull motivations of parent-child
travelers and to exam the theoretical model
representing the relationships among push-pull
behavioral

motivation, experience and

intention.

Il. Literature review

1. Push—pull motivation

Tourist motivation can be considered the
primary driver when analyzing the tourist
behavior[8][9]. According to Maslow’s hierarchy
of needs, Crompton proposed a push-pull
model of tourism motivation that determines
the push-pull effects of tourist destination
selection and experience[10]. This theory
provides an effective way to examine the
tourism motivation[11].

Most of previous studies have tried a number
of approaches to empirically examine push-pull
motivation in different dimensions. Similar to
the findings of Uysal[12], Mohr et al. proposed
the same five motivation factors: ‘escape,
‘excitement’, ‘event novelty’, ‘socialization’, and
‘family togetherness’[13]. Cha et al.(1995) stated
that motivation can be measured by six distinct
factors: Relax’, ‘Knowledge’, ‘Adventure’, Travel
Bragging’, ‘Family’, and ‘Sports’[14]. In addition,
scholars have explored the motivations of

travelers in different market segments such as
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‘students’[17],

‘rock climbing tourists’[18], ‘dental tourism’[19],

‘adolescents[15],  ‘seniors’[16],
‘retirement tourism’[20] , and so on.

The push and pull factors of tourist behavior
are two sides of the same motivational coin[21].
It essentially contributes to our overall
understanding of why holiday makers take
travel decisions to opt for destinations, and can
therefore help destination marketers develop
better marketing programmers to meet the
specific needs of their customers [22]. Besides,
a successful matching of push and pull motives
is essential for a marketing strategy in
destination areas[23], and the examination of

the motives are useful in segmenting markets,

designing promotional programs, and
decision-making about destination
development[24].

2. Experience

Experience is a constant flow of thoughts and
feelings during moments of perception which
occur through highly complex interaction
processes of sociological, psychological, and
cognitive[25], and involves cognition[26].

As  the
service-based to experience-based, the era of
arrived([27].

Experience has become the latest consumer hot

world economy shifts from

the experience economy has
spot in the market[28], especially the travel
industry[29]. Cohen’s (1979) delimited five
modes of experience: recreational, diversionary,
experiential, experimental, and existential in
his typology[30]. Combined the hierarchy of
demand theory and function theory, Pine &

Gilmore(1999)  identified 4 realms of
experience: entertainment (passive-absorption),
education (active-absorption), esthetics
(passive-immersion), and escapism

(active-immersion), which were extensively
applied in tourism researches as a cornerstone
of consumer experience[31]. The development
of the experience economy has promoted a
plethora of studies dedicated to the consumer
experiences , and also been applied to tourism
research[32-34].

Seen as a driving force behind experience,
motivation can help understand the origin of
experience[35-37]. In the existing tourism
research literature, the research on the
influence of motivation on experience is
limited, and it is mainly used for the study of
dark tourism[11[38-40]. Kang et al.(2012)
developed this model (motivation-experience-benifits)
to provide an effective framework for
comprehending visitor experiences in dark
tourism contexts, and indicated that two
motivations (learning and obligation, social
reasons and curiosity) were significantly related
to the six dimensions of experiences[38]. In
addition, other scholars have verified the effect
of motivation on experience from the
perspectives of "study tourism'[41], "wildlife
tourism"[42]and others.

Hypothesis 1: Parent-child travelers push
motivations has a positive effect on their
experience.

Hypothesis 2: Parent-child travelers’ pull
motivations has a positive effect on their

experience.

3. Behavioral intention

Behavioral intentions frequently represent an
individual's anticipated or planned future
behavior[43]. Although there are difference in
the definition of behavioral intentions and
loyalty, most studies agree that loyalty in future

behavior reflects in repeated purchases and
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recommendations[44], which are Dbasically
consistent with behavioral intentions. The
intention to repurchase and the intention to
provide positive recommendations in measuring
the future behavioral intention construct were
been seen as two popular indicators[45].
Therefore, in tourism research, behavioral
intentions refers to revisiting the destination
and their willingness to recommend it to
other[46][47].
Experience is the perception of the
destination or event after the tourists
participate, while, behavioral intention can be
seen as the results of the tourists' evaluation of
the travel experience [48]. Tourists would have
plans to revisit the destination in the future if
they have more satisfaction experience than
expected[49].

considered the experience as an antecedent of

Therefore, some  scholars
behavioral intention[50][51]. The relationship
between experience and behavioral intentions
has also been validated for ‘theme parks[52],
‘ecotourism’[53] and others[54].

Parent-child

experience has a positive effect on their

Hypothesis  3: travelers’

behavioral intention.

lll. Methodology

1. Questionnaire Design

In order to measure parent-child tourist
motivation, this study utilizes pull and push
motivation variables. The questionnaire design
was informed by previous research[55-58]. Push
factors which were associated with internal
motivations consisted of 13 items and grouped
into 4 dimensions. Similarly, 15 pull motive

items, which were the external forces of

destination attributes, were divided into 4
groups. Those items of experience based on
literature[311[59](61].

intention was investigated by 4 items adopted

existing Behavioral
from previous researches on a 5-point Likert
scale. The respondents’ demographic variables
include

gender, age, education level,

occupation, marriage, and income.

2. Data Collection and analysis

The survey was conducted on May 15 to May
25, 2018. To effectively measure the push-pull
motives and experience of parent-child
travelers, the study used the Children Country
as a case study site. The Children Country is
located in Zhengzhou City, Henan Province,
which is the first brand of family theme farm in
China and included in the '2017 National
Tourism Optimization Project’ which is selected
by the National Tourism Administration.

As a professional parent-child farm, a large
number of parents and child travelers has been
visiting the farm, of which the environment
helped the researcher the investigation, and the
questionnaire collection process. In this survey,
researcher  contacted several educational
institutions which had organized parents and

Children
questionnaires to 338 parents by the staff. A

children to visit Country, sent
total of 309 questionnaires were recovered,
some of which were excluded due to
incomplete and less authentic. 290 valid
samples were used, and the effective
questionnaire rate was 85.8%.

This study discusses the relationship between
push-pull motivation, experience and
behavioral intentions of parent-child travelers,
and uses IBM SPSS 23 software to analyze the

final effective data from the questionnaire
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survey.

First of all, descriptive analysis and Frequency
Analysis were used to describe and analyze the
demographic characteristics of the sample and
the tourists' evaluation level of each index.
Secondly, in order to identify push-pull motives
for parent-child travelers, factor analysis was
used to extract common factors. Besides this,
regression analysis, variance analysis (analysis
of independent samples t-Test test and ANOVA
variance) were used to test the correlation
dimension properties and relationships. Finally,
according to the data to test and judge the
hypothesis.

IV. Results

1. Demographic information

In this part, descriptive analysis was utilized

to show the characteristics profiles of
respondents such as gender, age, education
level, income, number of children and
children's age.

The percentage of female respondents(59.7%)
was higher than that of males(40.3%), and most
of the respondents were 20-40 years old(90.4%)
and had a college degree or above(86.3%).
These respondents had only one child in
greater proportion(73.1%) and most of the
children were under 6 years of age(83.5%). In
terms of income, personal monthly income was

higher at 4000-5999 RMB (36.2%) and
2000-3999¥ (25.2%).

2. Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis
(EFA)

A principal components analysis using a

varimax rotation identified three factors with

eigenvalues greater than one, which explained
73.27% of variance of factors of push
motivation. The results of this analysis are
displayed in [Table 2]. The three factors were
labeled ‘For children & Family’; ‘Bscape &
Relax’;and ‘Socialization’. The questions were
evaluated for reliability and validity. All loadings
were greater than 0.60, and the reliabilities
(alpha) were 0.922, 0.826, and 0.880, KMO value
was 0.859, which meant was good for factor
analysis.

A principal components analysis using a
varimax rotation identified three factors with
eigenvalues greater than one, which explained
83.14% of variance of factors of pull motivation.
The three factors were labeled TFacilities &
Safety’; ‘Environment’;and ‘Theme activities'.
The questions were evaluated for reliability and
validity. All loadings were greater than 0.60, and
the reliabilities (alpha) were 0.928, 0.911, and
0.921, KMO value was 0.892, which meant was
good for factor analysis.

A principal components analysis using a
varimax rotation identified four factors with
eigenvalues greater than one, which explained
79.76% of variance of factors of experience.
The factors were 'Education’ ; ‘Entertainment’;
‘Estheticss and ‘Escape’. The questions were
evaluated for reliability and validity. All loadings
were greater than 0.60, and the reliabilities
(alpha) were 0.907, 0.9886, 0.911, and 0.922,
KMO value was 0.875, which meant was good
for factor analysis.

The factor of behavior intention included 4
items with an eigenvalue of 3.268 and
explained 81.71% of the variance. Factor
loading ranged from 094 to 0.81, and
Cronbach's alpha coefficient was 0.925, it

supports that these four factors to measure
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behavioral intentions were reliable and had
internal consistency of items on each indicators
or domain. KMO value was 0.844 which
indicates that the factor analysis was
considered a useful validation of the factor

model.

3. Results Regression Analysis

In the regression analysis for education and
push-pull motivation, the results show that 'For
children & Family'(Beta=0.233 , t=3.854),
‘Socialization'(Beta=0.184, t=3.384), ‘Facilities &
Safety’(Beta=0.190, t=3.444), and ‘Theme
activities'(Beta=0.276, t=5.120) have a significant
positive relationship with education in Chilren
Country. The results suggest that the overall
model is significant (R*=0.548; F=57.121;
p=0.000).

In the regression analysis for entertainment
and push-pull motivation, all the factors have a
significant impact on entertainment, except
‘Escape’. The results from regression analyses
suggest that the overall model is significant
(R*=0.551; F=57.923; p=0.000). Among those
independent variables, 'Socialization'(Beta=0.206,
t=3.805, p=0.000) is the most important push
factor in explaining the variance entertainment
experience, followed by ‘For children &
Family'(Beta=0.277, t=3.776, p=0.000). ‘Environment’
(Beta=0.256 , t=4.741, p=0.000) is the most
important pull factor in explaining the variance
entertainment experience, followed by 'Theme
activities'(Beta=0.161, t=2.995, p=0.003) and
'Facilities & Safety’(Beta=0.118, t=2.138, p=0.033).

In the regression analysis for esthetics and
push-pull motivation, ‘Socialization'(Beta=0.223,
t=4.258, p=0.000) is the most important push
factor in explaining the variance esthetics

experience, followed by and 'Escape’(Beta=0.084,

t=2.114,p=0.035). ‘Environment’  (Beta=0.376,
t=7.190, p=0.000) is the most important pull
factor in explaining the variance of esthetics
experience, followed by TFacilities & Safety’
(Beta=0.204, t=3.823, p=0.000) and ‘Theme
activities' (Beta=0.129, t=2.494, p=0.013). The
results from regression analyses suggest that the
overall model is significant (R*=0.572, F=65.433,
p=0.000).

In the regression analysis for escape and
push-pull motivation, the results show that
'Bscape' (Beta=0.410, t=8.535, p=0.000) is the
most important push factor in explaining the
variance escape experience, followed by and
'Socialization' (Beta=0.186, t=2.929, p=0.004).
The results from regression analyses suggest
that the overall model is significant (R*=0.388,
F=29.903, p=0.000).

Table 1. Forward Regression Model for Push—pull
otivation and Experience

Dependent|independent]
variable variable
Escape
(PSE)
For
(EDU)  [children&Fam] 0.233 | 3.854 |.000%**
ly(PSF)
Socialization
(PSS)
Environment 0.548 |57.121
(PLE) 0.072 | 1.332 | 0.184
Facilities&
Safety 0.19 | 3.444 | .001**
(PLF)
Theme
activities 0.276 | 5.12 | .000***
(PLT)
Constant=0.706 Adjusted R>=0.538 p=0.000***
Entertainme Escape
nt (PSE)
For children&
(ENT) Family 0.227 | 3.776 | .000***
(PSF)
Socialization 0.551 [57.923
(PSS) 0.206 | 3.805 |.000***
Environment
(PLE)
Facilities&
Safety

Beta t p R? F

Education 0.029 | 0.694 | 0.488

0.184 | 3.384 | .001**

0.076 | 1.855 | 0.065

0.256 | 4.741 |.000***

0.118 | 2.138 | .033*
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(PLF)
Theme
activities | 0.161 | 2.995 | .003**
(PLT)
Constant=0.702 Adjusted R?=0.542 p=0.000***
E
Esthetics (Spcsage 0084 | 2114 | .035%
For children&
EST 0.008 | 0.146 | 0.884
(EST) Family(PSF)
Socialization
0.223 | 4.258 | .000***
(PSS)
Environment
0376 | 7.19 [.000***| 0. .
L) 0.581 |65.433
Facilities&
Safety 0.204 | 3.823 |.000***
(PLF)
Theme
activities 0.129 | 2494 | .013*
(PLT)
Constant=0.072 Adjusted R?=0.572 p=0.000***
Escape
E .41 . .000***
scape (PSE) 0 8.535 | .000
For children&
(ESC) Family 0.08 | 1.147 | 0.252
(PSF)
Socialization
0.186 | 2.929 | .004**
(PSS)
Environment 0.388 (29.903
0.158 | 2.508 | .013*
(PLE)
Facilities&
Safety 0.093 | 1.447 | 0.149
(PLF)
Theme
activities 0.129 | 2.063 | .040*
(PLT)
Constant=0.560 Adjusted R?=0.375 p=0.000***

* ¢ 0.05, ** p( 0.01, **p(0.001

In the regression analysis for experiencea (4
E) and push-pull motivation, the results show
that 'Esthetics' (Beta=0.369,t=7.535) has the
highest effect on parent-child travelers’
behavioral intentions. 'Education’ (Beta=0.290,
t=5.954) is the second-ranked variable, followed
by 'Entertainment’ (Beta=0.221,t=4.410). In other
word, parent-child travelers' esthetics
experience and education experience can
positively influence their behavioral intention
in the future. In addition, entertainment
experience also impact on parent-child
travelers' behavioral intentions. The results

from regression analyses suggest that the

overall model is significant.

Table 2. Forward Regression Model for Experience and
Behavior Intention

Dependent|Independent]

2
variable variable Beta t P R F

Behavioral Education

Intentions (EDU) 0.29 | 5.954 [.000

Entertainment]
(ENT)
Escape(ESC) | 0.082 | 1.94 | 0.053
Esthetics(EST) 0.369 | 7.535 | .000%**

Constant=0.644 Adjusted R*=0.622 p=0.000%**
* pC 0.05, ** pC 0.01, ***p<0.001

(BH) 0.221 | 4.41 |.000%*| 0627 |119.718

According to the regression analysis, the
results showed that some hypotheses were
established. The model relationship between
the three concepts in this study is shown in

[Figure 1]:

V. Conclusion and implications

From the above data results, we can analyze
and draw the following conclusions. Most
respondents have a higher education degree,
means they pay more attention to children's
education and health, and have the ability to
pay for the cost of parent-child travel.

Motivation reflects the intrinsic needs of
tourists, and the research on the target
motivation of different market segments can
provide help for organization managers in
product development and publicity. First, for
children & Family’ and ‘Socialization’ are the
main push motivation factors for parent-child
travelers in decision making[11[58], and Escape
& Relax’ factor is presented the lowest, which is
different from some foreign scholars'
viewpoints[15]. Second, ‘Theme activities and
‘Environment’ are the main pull motivation

factors for parent-child travelers in making
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decisions, and ‘Facilities & Safety’ factor is
presented the lowest[1][16][56]. Parent-child
interactive activities with educational functions
may be the content that Chinese parents pay
more attention to when choosing parent-child
travel products. At the same time, they are also
very concerned about the environment and
facility safety of the destination. Therefore, in
order to attract the attention of target groups,
'‘educational activities', 'strengthening family
interaction' and 'cultivating children's social
ability' can be the focus of destination
marketing.

In addition, parent-child travelers’ push-pull
motivation has a positive effect on their
experience[1][42]. The data results indicate that
‘For children & Family’ and Theme activities’
are  significantly  influence  parent-child
travelers education experience in Children
Country. Specifically, the strong recognition of
'‘to make the family feel closer’ by visitors
indicates that the parents really hope to have a
time to accompany their child, and to enhance
the relationship of their family members.
Parent-child travelers believe that their children

0.369***

Fig. 1. Results of the Hypothesized Model

learned more about nature, and parents learned
more about their children through the travel.
Therefore the marketers of parent-child travel
products could develop the programmes which
offer education experience and make parents
and their children gained a lot, like kites
making, farming activities, flowers cake making
and so on.

Furthermore, all factors of pull motivation
‘Facilities &

(‘BEnvironment’, Safety’, and

‘Bsthetics’) are  significantly influence the
entertainment and esthetics experience of
parent-child travelers in Children Country.
While improving the environment and facilities,
the theme activities of the farm should be
regularly updated and reflect the characteristics
of parent-child travel to enhance the
experience of tourists. Besides this, even if the
children are accompanied by their parents, the
managers should consider further enhancement
of both security and safety measures, and must
pay great attention to the children's safety
issues, such as regular equipment maintenance,
restaurant food hygiene, professional medical

staff, and so on.
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Finally, assuming the test results, the
parent-child travel destination should continue
to maintain its proper characteristics of the
project and theme activities, forming a distinct
theme  style, which is conducive to
distinguishing from other scenic spots. In
addition, managers can work with professional
children's educational institutions or hire
professional children's education experts to
improve the overall quality of staffs, and ensure
the quality of service.

This study has several limitations which are
addressed below. First, the main subjects of this
study are parent-child tourists, and may be
somewhat different from those of other
countries. Afterwards, the study may select
parent-child tourists from other countries to
examine the research results. Second, the
respondents in this survey were all parents,
however, another character in the parent-child
travel was ignored. Subsequent studies may use
interviews to focus on children's motivations
and experiences to verify the reliability of this

model.
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