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This research’s purpose is to examine the factors that affect pet owners’ decisions when taking pets 
to participate in tourism activities. Unlike tourist traveling alone, pet owners must consider their own 
circumstances as well as the constraints their pets place on them. After examining 30 British dog 
owners’ interview transcripts through interpretive approach and 388 British dog owners’ surveys 
through structural equation modeling, the results show pet-associated constraints will negatively 
affect owners’ motivation and behavior. However, motivated owners can still participate if they have 
sufficient negotiation strategies. Contrary to the literature, owners’ attachment with their pets will not 
directly cause them to take pets when participating in tourism activities.
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Introduction

This article addresses the issue of including an 
animal companion when participating in tourism 
activities. Globally, pet-related products (including 
services) became a $41 billion industry in 2007 (all 
monetary figures are in US$), which was more than 
10 times the value of the industry in 1997 (Ridgway, 
Kukar-Kiney, Monroe, & Chamberlin, 2008). In 
addition, increasing numbers of pet owners are 
attached to their pets and are willing to spend 
significant money on them in the form of luxury 

products and services (Albert & Bucroft, 1988; 
Ridgway et al., 2008).

To date, scholars and practitioners are uncertain 
about the influence of pets on their owners’ tourism 
participation behavior and the factors that influence 
pet owners’ decisions to bring pets with them when 
participating in tourism activities. Through the 
examination of specific pet-related tourism con-
straints in the present study, scholars, practitioners, 
and owners may be able to more accurately evalu-
ate the difficulties that owners face when attempt-
ing to include their pets in tourism activities. This 
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topic is important because pets may affect the qual-
ity of an individual’s tourism experience, and 
companion animals play an increasingly important 
role in human life (Chen, Hung, & Peng, 2011; 
VisitBritian, 2011).

The objectives of this research are as follows. 
First, this study plans to establish the applicability 
of the constraint–negotiation model to the context 
of traveling with pets for tourism activities. Second, 
this study examines whether pet-associated con-
straints affect owners’ motivation and decisions to 
bring pets to tourism activities. Third, this research 
investigates how owners’ attachment to their pets 
influences their motivation.

Literature Review

Context of the Study

This study focuses on British dog owners for the 
following reasons. First, dogs are the most common 
pets in UK households (Pet Food Manufacturer 
Association, 2009). In 2008, approximately 8 mil-
lion dogs were classified as pets in the UK, and 
25% of British families own dogs (Pet Food 
Manufacturer Association, 2009). Second, British 
pet owners’ spending on nonessential pet products 
(e.g., grooming and travel) has been increasing (Pet 
Food Manufacturer Association, 2009). British pet 
owners spent $6.48 billion on their pets per year, 
and they spend approximately $19,150 throughout 
a dog’s lifetime. Third, the British are enthusiastic 
about participating in tourism activities. In 2010, 
UK residents took 56.6 million holidays lasting one 
night or more and spent more than $19.6 billion on 
these holidays (VisitBritian, 2011). Fourth, accord-
ing to surveys gathered from American and British 
pet owners, more than 40% of these pet owners 
have taken their pets on holiday with them (K9 
Magazine, 2012; TripAdvisor, 2012).

Taking Pets to Tourism Activities: Definitions 
and Conceptual Models

Through a series of anthrozoology studies, 
researchers have gained additional understanding 
of human–pet relationships and interactions (e.g., 
Albert & Bulcroft, 1988; Johnson, Garrity, & 
Stallones, 1992; Stallones, Johnson, Garrity, & 
Max, 1990). However, little is known about the 

constraints involved when pet owners plan to bring 
pets on tourism activities. To investigate this ques-
tion and contribute to the literature, this article 
modifies Son, Mowen, and Kerstetter’s (2008) lei-
sure constraint–negotiation models. This study’s 
proposed constraint–negotiation model considers 
the impact of animal companionship on pet own-
ers’ lives, including owners’ attachment to their 
pets (Chen et al., 2011; Stallones et al., 1990).

The negative correlation between constraints and 
participation has been consistently supported by 
empirical evidence (Hung & Petrick, 2010; Jackson 
& Scott, 1999; Nyaupane, Morais, & Graefe, 
2004; Son et al., 2008; White, 2008; Wilhelm 
Stanis, Schneider, & Russell, 2009). For example, 
Alexandris, Funk, and Pritchard (2011) suggest 
that constraints have a negative relationship with 
skiers’ motivation; however, few studies have 
tested this relationship outside of the context of ski-
ing. In this study, the phrase pet constraints refers 
to the factors that inhibit pet owners from including 
their pets in tourism activities and the obstacles that 
owners encounter when they decide to include their 
pets (Hung & Petrick, 2010). Because it is difficult 
to examine pets directly, this study focuses on the 
constraints imposed on holidaymakers by their 
desire to bring their pets with them. By extending 
Chen et al.’s (2011) findings, these perceived con-
straints can be related to pets’ suitability (e.g., 
aggressiveness), other tourism participants’ atti-
tudes toward pets, and the destination’s barriers 
(e.g., extra costs).

Although perceived pet constraints may nega-
tively influence owners’ participation in tourism 
with pets, pet owners’ strategies to negotiate their 
resources (e.g., time, money, and transportation) 
can promote participation in tourism activities 
(White, 2008). Negotiation can be defined as strate-
gies that individuals use and develop to cope with 
difficulties (Wilhelm Stanis et al., 2009). The posi-
tive effects of these strategies on tourism participa-
tion have been supported by Alexandris, Kouthouris, 
and Girgolas (2007). The current study suggests 
that owners must employ negotiation strategies to 
include their pets when traveling and participating 
in tourism activities because this inclusion is often 
time consuming, requires additional planning, costs 
more, and is not always welcomed by other tourism 
participants (Chen et al., 2011).
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Scholars agree that the negotiation strategies that 
people employ contribute to leisure and tourism 
participation, but people must also be driven by moti-
vation (Alexandris et al., 2007; Funk, Alexandris, & 
Ping, 2009; White, 2008). Iso-Ahola and Allen 
(1982) suggest that motivation is the driving force 
behind people’s decisions to participate in activi-
ties. Previous studies (e.g., Alexandris et al., 2007; 
Funk et al., 2009; Son et al., 2008; White, 2008; 
Wilhelm Stanis et al., 2009) have shown that peo-
ple’s motivation to participate in tourism and lei-
sure activities has a positive and significant 
relationship with their negotiating strategies. The 
literature on animal companionship provides simi-
lar examples of how pet owners’ motivations influ-
ence their abilities to negotiate through difficulties 
(Chen et al., 2011; Ellson, 2008; Holak, 2008).

For anthrozoologists, pet attachment is one of 
the most important indicators when evaluating 
human–pet relationships and owners’ treatment of 
their animal companions (Lago, Kafer, Delaney, & 
Connell, 1989). Johnson et al. (1992) define pet 
attachment as the “degree of affection that may 
exist between individuals and their companion ani-
mals” (p. 161). Based on Ellson’s (2008) and 
Greenebaum’s (2004) findings, the present study 
includes owners’ attachment to their pets as a key 
factor that influences owners’ motivation to include 
their pets in tourism activities as well as their 
behavior in including pets when participating in 
tourism activities.

Methodology

For the main study, 668 participants were 
recruited through an on-site purposive sampling 
method. They have previously participated in tour-
ism activities with or without taking their dogs. The 
sampling areas included the Greater London area, 
the Southwest, the Midlands, and the Northeast. 
Interviewers were stationed near veterinary clinics 
and pet shops (e.g., Pets at Home) to increase the 
chances of meeting dog owners interested in taking 
their pets on tourism activities. From the results, 
388 surveys were deemed effective. The partici-
pants were primarily female (57.5%) and between 
the ages of 31 and 40 (38%). The distribution of the 
visits was as follows: 23.2% went nature sightsee-
ing; 20.9% visited cultural sites; 20.6% participated 

in recreation activities; 16.8% went to festivals; 
and 18.6% participated in other tourism activities 
lasting four or more hours.

Participants completed a survey that evaluated the 
modified leisure–constraint variables and pet attach-
ment (Chen et al., 2011; Nyaupane et al., 2004; Son 
et al., 2008). All variables in this study’s model were 
measured with multiple items. Unless otherwise 
indicated, the items were designed with a 7-point 
Likert-type scale, and some of the items were 
rephrased to maintain consistency. The items for 
each variable are presented in Table 1. The target 
research question was “What are the factors that 
affect owner’s tourism participation with their pets?”

Data Analysis and Results

The data were analyzed with SPSS 17 and 
AMOS 5.0. As recommended by Anderson and 
Gerbing (1988), a two-step approach to structural 
equation modeling (SEM) was used. The first step 
determines the adequacy of the measurement model 
before analyzing the structural components with 
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory 
factor analysis (CFA). The second step creates the 
structural equation modeling (Lehto, O’Leary, & 
Morrison, 2004). Detailed results from the EFA 
and CFA can be found in Table 1. To purify the 
measurements, a series of EFA was applied. First, 
EFA was used to identify the underlying structure 
of a research construct and then CFA was employed 
to test whether the structure could form an accept-
able measurement model for the construct, with 
modifications and adjustments where necessary. 
The research’s results are shown in Figure 1.

Measurement Model

A CFA is first used to confirm the factor load-
ings of the five constructs (i.e., pet attachment, 
perceived pet constraints, owners’ motivation, 
negotiation strategies, and participation) and to 
assess the model fit. The model adequacy was 
assessed by the fit indices suggested by Hair, 
Anderson, Tatham, and Black (1998). Convergent 
validity of CFA results should be supported by item 
reliability, construct reliability, and average vari-
ance extracted (Hair et al., 1998). As shown in 
Table 1, construct reliability estimates ranging 
from 0.77 to 0.95, which exceed the critical value 
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of 0.7, indicating a satisfactory estimation. The 
average extracted variances of all constructs range 
between 0.50 and 0.91, which are above the sug-
gested value of 0.5. The results indicate that the 
measurement model has good convergent validity. 
Thus, the proposed measurement model is mean-
ingful and reliable to test the structural relation-
ships among the constructs.

Structural Model Test and Hypotheses Testing

After the overall measurement model was found 
acceptable, the structural model was again tested 
with the entire sample (N = 388). The model fit was 
good [χ2 (97) = 211.7, RMSEA = 0.055, CFI = 
0.956, GFI = 0.941]. The structure estimates of 
−0.98 (t = −5.85, p < 0.001) and −0.204 (t = −2.894, 
p < 0.05) show that perceived pet constraints has a 
significant and negative effect on an owner’s moti-
vation and behavior to take pets on tourism activi-
ties. As a result, H1 and H2 are both supported. The 
more constraints the pets have, the less likely it is 
that their owners will take them to tourism activi-
ties or have the motivation to do so. For H3, this 
study’s finding supports the hypothesis that the 

Figure 1. R esearch rramework. All paths values are standardized parameter estimates; *p < 0.05, 
**p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001; dotted line  is nonsignificant.

more negotiation strategies the owner possesses, 
the more likely it is that he/she will take pets along 
for tourism activities. H3’s structure estimate was 
0.42 (t = 2.65, p < 0.01). Thirdly, H4, which states 
that the owner’s motivation to take pets along for 
tourism activities will positively affect his/her 
negotiation strategies, is significantly supported. 
The structure estimate for H4 was 0.84 (t = 10.92, 
p < 0.001). A pet owner is more likely to have 
higher negotiation strategies if he/she is highly 
motivated to take pets along for tourism activities. 
As for attachment’s influences, H5 is supported, 
but H6 is not supported by this study’s finding. The 
structure estimate for H5 was 0.41 (t = 6.60, p < 
0.001) and H6 was 0.15 (t = 0.99, p = 0.321). In 
other words, owners’ attachment to pets will posi-
tively affect their motivation to take pets when par-
ticipating in tourism activities, but this attachment 
will not direct affect their behavior.

To test the mediating effects of motivation on 
negation strategies, a Sobel test was performed 
(Sobel, 1982). Because the Z value was found to be 
greater than 1.96, negotiation strategies were deter-
mined to fully mediate the relationship between 
motivation and participation. In addition, the 
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relationship between pet attachment and negotia-
tion was full mediated by motivation.

Discussion

Based on the results gathered from empirical 
research, this study confirms that constraints cause 
nonparticipation, and motivation and negotiation 
strategies promote participation. The applicability 
of the proposed model has been confirmed and all 
hypotheses have been supported, but additional 
issues are worthy of further discussion.

First, this study provides new insights into the 
influences of attachment. Although owners who are 
attached to their pets may have the motivation to 
bring their pets when participating in tourism activ-
ities, they are aware of the difficulties. For this rea-
son, attachment can directly influence motivation 
but not behavior. Second, this study’s finding of a 
correlation between constraint and motivation adds 
new evidence to Alexandris et al.’s (2011) work. 
Moreover, by modifying Crawford and Godbey’s 
(1987) typology, perceived pet constraints can be 
further divided into suitability constraints, social 
constraints, and structural constraints. Because this 
research uses qualitative and quantitative methods 
to formulate its survey questions, this modification 
and the subsequent results can be used in future 
studies because they are valid and reliable. Third, 
an owner’s negotiation strategies can promote the 
owner’s behavior, whereas motivation can posi-
tively affect negotiation strategies. This finding is 
consistent with previous constraint–effects mitiga-
tion models (Alexandris et al., 2007; Son et al., 
2008; White, 2008).

Finally, our findings have implications for tour-
ism managers. Promoting the benefits of an activity 
or destination for a pet by mentioning that their 
activity or destination provides an opportunity for 
pet owners to socialize with other owners can be 
effective. Alternatively, emotional appeal ads with 
content regarding the pleasure of taking pets when 
visiting may be useful when targeting owners who 
have a close relationship their pets. If appealing to 
motivation is insufficient, operators can reduce the 
constraints that pets impose on their owners by 
focusing on the items that apply to owners and the 
issues that they can resolve. For example, not 
charging owners extra fees if they travel with pets 

and providing discount tickets if pet owners travel 
in groups with their pets could be considered.

Limitations, Future Studies, and Conclusion

To conclude, this research narrows a gap in the 
tourism and anthrozoology literature by examining 
the factors that affect pet owners’ tourism partici-
pation with their pets. Furthermore, managerial 
policies are proposed for practitioners to improve 
the services they offer to existing and future cus-
tomers. However, this study also has limitations. 
Because relevant research on this issue has been 
scarce, this research focuses on a simple context in 
which the pet owner acts as the decision maker 
when considering whether to bring his or her dog 
when participating in a tourism activity and in 
which there are only two types of behavior (partici-
pation with pets and nonparticipation). Future 
research should evaluate different contexts (e.g., 
family members jointly deciding whether to include 
pets in tourism activities) and changes in owners’ 
tourism choices because their pets cannot partici-
pate in certain activities as well as the frequency of 
these changes.
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