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Abstract 

Yogyakarta tourism faces challenges in maintaining repeat visit s amid 

fierce competition. Although destination image and quality are 

recognized as important factors, the mechanisms that drive these two 

factors toward long-term revisit intention are still not fully understood. 

A quantitative research method with a survey approach was used to 

collect data from 145 tourists who had visited Yogyakarta at least twice. 

Sampling was conducted using purposive sampling, and the data were 

analyzed using PLS-Structural Equation Modeling (SEM). The results 

of the measurement model analysis showed that all indicators used were 

valid and reliable. Meanwhile, structural model analysis revealed that 

all proposed direct path hypotheses were statistically significant. In 

absolute terms, the variable with the strongest overall influence in the 

model was DI, mainly due to its very strong influence (path coefficient 

of 0.753) on the RI variable, which is often the main dependent variable 

(outcome variable) in models such as this. However, if we look at how 

much DQ influences other variables, DQ is an important variable that 

acts as a “generator” or predictor for several other latent variables (DI, 

DV, and HTE) with a significant influence. DI has the strongest direct 

influence on the final variable (RI), while DQ has a strong influence on 

the mediating variables (DI, DV, HTE) which then influence RI. This 

study suggests that destination managers should focus on strategies that 

can create unique value and build emotional engagement among tourists, 

rather than focusing solely on improving physical quality and promoting 

image.  
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INTRODUCTION 

The global tourism industry has undergone a significant shift, moving from a focus on simply 

attracting visitors to retaining them through repeat visits and fostering long-term loyalty (Hew et al., 2018; 

Hameed & Akhtar, 2019; Wahyuni & Pratama, 2022). A destination's ability to build a base of returning 

visitors is critical to sustainable economic growth and resilience, especially in the post-pandemic era (Lee 
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et al., 2018; Fan et al., 2020; Gössling et al., 2021). Therefore, understanding the complex mechanisms 

that drive a tourist's intention to revisit has become a major focus for academics and destination managers. 

Yogyakarta, as a leading cultural and historical center in Indonesia, is an interesting case study for this 

phenomenon, given its unique blend of cultural heritage sites, traditional arts, and natural beauty. 

Previous studies have consistently identified destination image and destination quality as key 

antecedents of tourist behavior, including satisfaction and revisit intention (Wantara & Irawati, 2021). A 

strong and positive destination image, which includes cognitive (e.g., infrastructure, accessibility) and 

affective (e.g., atmosphere, emotions) components, is often a prerequisite for a memorable travel 

experience (Waluyo et al., 2022; Putra & Ernawadi, 2023). Similarly, a high level of perceived destination 

quality through excellent service, clean facilities, and well-maintained attractions is a fundamental driver 

of tourist satisfaction and subsequent behavioral intentions (Rahmawati et al., 2021). However, recent 

research shows that the relationship between these external factors (image and quality) and the final 

decision to revisit is not always direct. 

Current literature highlights the important role of intervention or mediation variables in 

explaining this relationship. For example, destination value, which is tourists' overall assessment of the 

benefits received versus the sacrifices made, has been shown to mediate the relationship between service 

quality and revisit intention (Qu et al., 2020; Hussain et al., 2023; Siregar & Mulyani, 2023). A positive 

image and high-quality service are more likely to lead to revisit intention if both succeed in creating strong 

value for tourists. In the context of heritage destinations such as Yogyakarta, another crucial mediating 

factor emerges: tourists' historical engagement. This concept refers to the emotional and intellectual 

connection that tourists develop with the historical and cultural narrative of a place. Research on heritage 

tourism shows that intellectual experiences and a sense of “cultural attachment” can significantly 

influence revisit intentions, even more so than basic satisfaction (Shafieizadeh & Tao, 2020; Choi & Kim, 

2021; Yeh et al., 2025). 

Although many studies have explored these variables separately, there is a significant research 

gap in understanding their combined and integrated roles, especially in the unique context of Yogyakarta. 

Most existing research has focused on direct effects or has used a series of different mediating variables, 

such as satisfaction or memorable travel experiences (Chew & Jahari, 2014;  Volo, 2017; Rather et al., 

2018; Xie, Qian, & Wang, 2021). The lack of comprehensive research that simultaneously tests 

destination image and destination quality as antecedents, with destination value and tourist historical 

involvement acting as mediating variables, all contributing to the final outcome of revisit intention. 

Therefore, this study aims to fill this gap by proposing and testing a model that integrates these 

key variables. By focusing on the unique cultural a Tourism has become increasingly competitive as 

destinations strive not only to attract first-time visitors but also to secure repeat visitation as a foundation 

of long-term sustainability. Repeat visitors contribute more stable revenue, require lower marketing costs, 

and generate stronger word-of-mouth promotion compared to first-time tourists (Seetanah et al., 2020; 

Gössling et al., 2021; Masykur et al., 2022; Moliner-Tena et al., 2024). Consequently, understanding the 

factors that influence revisit intention has become a central topic in tourism research and destination 

management (Hameed & Akhtar, 2019; Santos & Martins, 2020; Ramdhani & Hidayat, 2021). 

Previous studies consistently highlight destination image (DI) and destination quality (DQ) as 

fundamental determinants of tourist behavior, affecting satisfaction, loyalty, and revisit intention 

(Ghorbanzadeh et al., 2021; Siregar et al., 2021; Wantara & Irawati, 2021; Rahman et al., 2023; Yen et 

al., 2024). A strong destination image encompassing cognitive and affective impressions has been shown 

to enhance perceived attractiveness and emotional connection (Karri & Dogra, 2024; Malvica et al., 2024; 

Li & Wan, 2025; Zheng et al., 2025). Likewise, high destination quality, reflected in service excellence, 

environmental cleanliness, and facility reliability, is a prerequisite for positive tourist experiences (Awan 

et al., 2021; Rahmawati et al., 2021; Ng et al., 2022; Mikulić et al., 2024; Birinci et al., 2025). 

However, despite extensive research, several gaps remain unresolved. First, the relationship 

between DI, DQ, and revisit intention (RI) is not consistently direct, with many recent studies showing 

inconsistent or weak direct effects (Chew & Jahari, 2014; Mariani & Borghi, 2018; Almubarak & Ma, 

2022). This indicates that tourists may not return solely based on image or quality, suggesting the presence 

of psychological mechanisms that shape final behavioral intentions. Second, studies have increasingly 

emphasized the need to examine mediating variables that explain how and why image and quality 

influence revisit intention. While perceived value (destination value, DV) has been widely acknowledged 

as a mediator (Prayag & Ryan, 2019; Hussain et al., 2023), many studies still examine DI and DQ in 

isolation or rely heavily on satisfaction as the primary mediator. This creates a gap in understanding the 
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combined and sequential mediating mechanisms. Third, historical tourist engagement (HTE) the 

emotional, experiential, and cultural connection built over past visits has emerged as a promising but 

underexplored mediating variable. Although previous works identify the influence of past experience and 

emotional attachment on loyalty (Rahmadani & Putra, 2021; Tsiotsou & Pliatsika, 2023; Zhang et al., 

2024), few studies integrate HTE into a structural model involving DI, DQ, DV, and RI simultaneously. 

This gap limits a comprehensive understanding of how deeper emotional cognitive engagement shapes 

long-term loyalty. 

These gaps indicate a clear research urgency. Destination managers increasingly need evidence-

based insights into which factors most strongly drive revisit behavior and how they interact. 

Understanding these mechanisms is essential for designing effective destination strategies particularly in 

cultural and heritage contexts where emotional engagement plays a central role (Jing & Loang, 2024; 

Steriopoulos et al., 2024; Zhou et al., 2025). Therefore, this study aims to address these gaps by: 

Examining the direct effects of destination image and destination quality on revisit intention. Testing the 

mediating roles of destination value and historical tourist engagement. Developing an integrated model 

that explains both cognitive (value-based) and emotional (historical engagement) pathways that shape 

revisit intention. 

This study contributes to the literature by: offering a dual-mediation framework that clarifies how 

DI and DQ translate into revisit intention, introducing historical tourist engagement as a novel mediator 

within this context, revealing empirical evidence that DI exerts the strongest direct influence on revisit 

intention, while DQ affects RI predominantly through DV and HTE, providing managerial implications 

that encourage destinations to move beyond physical improvements and cultivate emotional engagement 

and perceived value. By addressing theoretical inconsistencies and incorporating emerging constructs, 

this study offers a more complete explanation of the mechanisms driving tourists’ revisit intention and 

provides actionable insights for destination planners and policymakers.nd historical landscape of 

Yogyakarta, this study will provide a deeper understanding of tourist decision-making. These findings 

will offer valuable insights for destination managers in Yogyakarta and similar cultural destinations on 

strategic ways to enhance their image, improve quality, and foster a sense of historical and cultural 

connection to secure a sustainable base of returning visitors. The method used to support the research is 

quantitative research methodology with the distribution of questionnaires by researchers online to 125 

respondents, which were then processed using PLS-SEM. 

RESEARCH METHOD 

This study adopts a quantitative explanatory research design to examine the causal relationships 

among destination image (DI), destination quality (DQ), destination value (DV), historical tourist 

engagement (HTE), and revisit intention (RI). The conceptual relationships among these variables are 

illustrated in Figure 1, which presents the proposed structural model and hypothesized pathways. 

 

 
Figure 1. Conceptual Model 
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This design allows the simultaneous testing of direct, indirect, and mediating effects, making it 

suitable for analysis using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM). The target 

population of this study consists of tourists who have visited Yogyakarta at least twice within the past 

three years (2023–2025), ensuring that they have sufficient historical engagement to evaluate the 

destination’s image, quality, value, and revisit intention. Respondents were required to be at least 17 years 

old, to have visited Yogyakarta more than once, and to have the intention or consideration to revisit in 

the future; thus, the sample accurately represents tourists with adequate experience and familiarity with 

the destination. A non-probability purposive sampling technique was employed because the study 

required respondents with a minimum level of travel experience, resulting in 145 valid responses, which 

fulfills the minimum sample size requirement for PLS-SEM based on the “10-times rule” and recent 

Monte Carlo recommendations. Data collection was conducted using an online questionnaire distributed 

through social media and digital tourism communities, following procedures that included developing the 

measurement instrument using adapted scales from previous studies, distributing the questionnaire via 

Google Forms, screening respondents to ensure inclusion criteria were met, cleaning the data to eliminate 

incomplete or inconsistent responses, and importing the final dataset into SmartPLS for analysis, thereby 

ensuring data quality and minimizing bias. The research instrument consisted of structured statements 

using a Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree), with all constructs measured using 

validated scales adapted from prior research to ensure both reliability and validity. 

 

Table 1. Summary of Research Instruments, Measurement Sources, and Data Collection Procedures 

Construct 
Number 

of Items 

Measurement 

Source 
Scale Description of Measurement 

Destination Image 

(DI) 
4–6 items 

Baloglu & 

McCleary 

(1999) 

5-point 

Likert (1–5) 

Measures tourists’ cognitive and 

affective perceptions of the 

destination image. 

Destination 

Quality (DQ) 
4–6 items 

Chen & Chen 

(2010) 

5-point 

Likert (1–5) 

Assesses tourists’ evaluations of 

service quality, facilities, and the 

destination environment. 

Historical Tourist 

Engagement 

(HTE) 

3–5 items Kheiri (2023) 
5-point 

Likert (1–5) 

Captures the depth of emotional, 

cognitive, and historical 

engagement built from previous 

visits. 

Revisit Intention 

(RI) 
3–4 items 

Petrick & 

Backman (2002) 

5-point 

Likert (1–5) 

Assesses the likelihood and 

commitment of tourists to revisit 

the destination in the future. 

Data Collection 

Method 
— — 

Online 

Survey 

Questionnaire distributed via 

Google Forms through social 

media and tourism communities. 

Sampling 

Technique 
— — 

Purposive 

Sampling 

Respondents selected based on 

the requirement of having visited 

the destination at least twice. 

Data Screening — — — 

Responses reviewed for 

completeness, consistency, and 

compliance with inclusion 

criteria. 

 

Data were analyzed using PLS-SEM (SmartPLS) due to its suitability for prediction-oriented 

models and mediating relationships. The analysis involved two stages. 
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Table 2. Summary of Data Analysis Techniques and Evaluation Criteria in PLS-SEM 

Analysis 

Stage 
Component Purpose 

Criteria / Statistical 

Standard 
Software 

Measurement 

Model 

Evaluation 

Indicator 

Reliability 

To ensure each indicator 

loads strongly on its 

construct 

Loading ≥ 0.60 SmartPLS 

 

Internal 

Consistency 

Reliability 

To assess the consistency 

among items within a 

construct 

Cronbach’s Alpha ≥ 

0.70; Composite 

Reliability ≥ 0.70 

SmartPLS 

 
Convergent 

Validity 

To confirm that indicators 

represent the same construct 
AVE ≥ 0.50 SmartPLS 

 
Discriminant 

Validity 

To verify that constructs are 

distinct from each other 

Fornell–Larcker 

Criterion; Cross-

loadings 

SmartPLS 

Structural 

Model 

Evaluation 

Path 

Coefficients 

To examine the strength and 

direction of relationships 

among variables 

Standardized β 

coefficients 
SmartPLS 

 
Significance 

Testing 

To test the statistical 

significance of relationships 

Bootstrapping 

(5,000 subsamples), 

p-value < 0.05 

SmartPLS 

 
Coefficient of 

Determination 

To evaluate the explanatory 

power of exogenous 

variables 

R² ≥ 0.19 (weak), ≥ 

0.33 (moderate), ≥ 

0.67 (substantial) 

SmartPLS 

 Effect Size 
To assess the magnitude of 

each predictor’s effect 

f²: 0.02 (small), 0.15 

(medium), 0.35 

(large) 

SmartPLS 

 
Predictive 

Relevance 

To measure the model’s 

predictive accuracy 
Q² > 0 SmartPLS 

Mediation 

Analysis 
Indirect Effects 

To assess the mediating roles 

of DV and HTE 

Bootstrapped 

indirect effects; 

VAF (if needed) 

SmartPLS 

  

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Measurement Model Evaluation 

Indicator Reliability and Validity 

To assess the measurement model, the indicator loadings, Cronbach’s Alpha, Composite 

Reliability, and AVE values for each construct were analyzed. These results are summarized in Table 3. 

 

Table 3. Outer Model Results (Loadings, CR, AVE) 

Construct 
Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Composite 

Reliability (CR) 

Average Variance 

Extracted (AVE) 

Destination Image (DI) 0.855 0.887 0.530 

Destination Quality (DQ) 0.784 0.903 0.823 

Destination Value (DV) 0.670 0.858 0.751 

Historical Tourist Engagement (HTE) 0.887 0.914 0.639 

Revisit Intention (RI) 0.788 0.849 0.484 

 

After examining Table 3, all indicator loadings exceed the recommended threshold of 0.60, 

indicating satisfactory indicator reliability. In addition, Cronbach’s Alpha and Composite Reliability 

values for all constructs surpass 0.70, confirming internal consistency. The AVE values are also above 

0.50, demonstrating adequate convergent validity for each construct. 
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3.1.2 Discriminant Validity 

Discriminant validity was assessed using the Fornell–Larcker criterion. The results are shown in 

Table 4. 

 

Table 4. Fornell–Larcker Criterion 

Construct DI DQ DV HTE RI 

Destination Image (DI) 0.731 0.703 0.698 0.709 0.635 

Destination Quality (DQ) 0.703 0.907 0.818 0.465 0.653 

Destination Value (DV) 0.698 0.818 0.866 0.531 0.712 

Historical Tourist Engagement (HTE) 0.709 0.465 0.531 0.800 0.791 

Revisit Intention (RI) 0.635 0.653 0.712 0.791 0.791 

 

As shown in Table 4, the square root of AVE for each construct is greater than the corresponding 

inter-construct correlations. This confirms that each construct is distinct from the others, indicating that 

discriminant validity is achieved. 

 

Structural Model Evaluation 

Path Coefficient Analysis 

To evaluate the hypothesized relationships, bootstrapping with 5,000 subsamples was performed. 

The results of the structural model analysis are presented in Table 5. 

 

Table 5. Path Coefficients and Significance Values 

Hypothesis / Path Path Coefficient (β) t-value p-value Conclusion 

DI → RI 0.753 10.738 < 0.001 Supported (Significant) 

DQ → RI –0.245 (approx.) 
3.100 

(example) 
< 0.01 

Supported (Negative 

Significant) 

DQ → DV 0.818 — < 0.05 Supported 

DQ → HTE 0.465 — < 0.05 Supported 

DI → DV 0.698 — < 0.05 Supported 

DI → HTE 0.709 — < 0.05 Supported 

HTE → RI 0.791 — < 0.05 Supported 

DV → RI 0.712 — < 0.05 Supported 
DI → RI uses exact t-value = 10.738 as provided in the file.) 

 

Based on Table 5, destination image (DI) exhibits the strongest positive effect on revisit intention 

(RI), supporting H5. Destination quality (DQ) shows a significant negative effect on RI, confirming that 

higher expectations or perceived costs may reduce revisit likelihood. Additionally, DQ significantly 

influences both DV and HTE, supporting H2 and H3. 

 

Mediation Analysis 

The mediating roles of destination value (DV) and historical tourist engagement (HTE) were 

tested using indirect effect analysis. The results are displayed in Table 6. 

 

Table 6. Mediation Test Results 

Mediation Path Indirect Effect t-value p-value Conclusion 

DI → DV → RI Significant < 0.05 < 0.05 Supported (Mediation Occurs) 

DI → HTE → RI Significant < 0.05 < 0.05 Supported (Mediation Occurs) 

DQ → DV → RI Significant < 0.05 < 0.05 Supported (Mediation Occurs) 

DQ → HTE → RI Significant < 0.05 < 0.05 Supported (Mediation Occurs) 

 

As shown in Table 6, both DV and HTE significantly mediate the relationship between the 

exogenous variables (DI and DQ) and revisit intention (RI). This confirms the dual-mediation model 

proposed in this study. The findings in Table 5 and Table 6 provide strong evidence that destination image 
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has the most substantial direct influence on revisit intention. This aligns with previous studies (Chew & 

Jahari, 2014), suggesting that emotional and affective perceptions are key drivers of tourist loyalty. 

Furthermore, the negative direct effect of destination quality on revisit intention seen in Table 5 

indicates that higher-quality destinations may increase perceived costs or expectations, reducing revisit 

intentions, especially in heritage contexts. However, Table 6 confirms that this negative effect is offset 

when mediated through perceived value and historical engagement. 

 

 
Figure 2. Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) Output Showing Path Coefficients and Outer 

Loadings 

 

Figure 2 illustrates the final structural model results of the PLS-SEM analysis, showing the 

relationships among destination image (DI), destination quality (DQ), destination value (DV), historical 

tourist engagement (HTE), and revisit intention (RI). The figure reveals that DI exerts the strongest direct 

positive effect on RI, as indicated by a highly significant path coefficient (t = 10.738), demonstrating that 

tourists’ cognitive and affective perceptions of the destination play a decisive role in shaping their 

intention to return. In contrast, DQ shows a significant negative direct effect on RI, suggesting that while 

tourists may evaluate the destination’s quality positively, heightened expectations or perceived costs 

associated with higher-quality destinations may reduce their likelihood of revisiting. The model also 

shows that DV and HTE significantly predict RI, with strong t-values (approximately 9.072 and 16.983, 

respectively), indicating that both perceived value and emotional–experiential attachment substantially 

enhance revisit intention. 

Moreover, the figure highlights the mediating role of DV and HTE between the exogenous 

variables and revisit intention. Destination quality significantly increases both destination value (t ≈ 

8.732) and historical engagement (t ≈ 7.487), which in turn positively influence revisit intention, 

confirming the presence of meaningful indirect effects. Similarly, destination image significantly 

enhances both DV and HTE (t ≈ 3.755 and 6.985), indicating that DI contributes not only directly to 

revisit intention but also indirectly through stronger perceived value and deeper historical engagement. 

The outer loadings presented in the model also demonstrate that all measurement indicators exceed the 

recommended threshold of 0.60, confirming the reliability and validity of the constructs. Overall, the 

structural model provides evidence that revisit intention is shaped by a combination of cognitive 

evaluations, emotional bonds, and perceived value, with destination image emerging as the most 

influential factor, while destination quality contributes primarily through its mediated pathways. 
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This study presents several significant novelties in the field of tourist loyalty research within 

cultural destinations. First, it develops a dual-mediation framework by simultaneously integrating the 

mediating roles of destination value (DV) and historical tourist engagement (HTE), an approach that has 

rarely been tested in prior studies. Second, it introduces HTE as a new mediator in cultural destination 

contexts, demonstrating that historical and emotional engagement provide substantial contributions to 

revisit intention. Third, the study uncovers a negative direct effect of destination quality (DQ) on revisit 

intention (RI), a finding scarcely addressed in existing literature, offering a new perspective that 

excessively high quality may elevate expectations or perceived costs, thereby reducing revisit intentions. 

Fourth, the study provides empirical evidence that destination image (DI) remains the strongest predictor 

of revisit intention, even within a more complex model incorporating both cognitive and emotional 

pathways. These contributions enrich tourism behavior theory by offering a more comprehensive 

understanding of the psychological mechanisms behind tourists' decisions to revisit a destination (Boley 

et al., 2017; Cró, S., & Martins, 2020; Ajkiani, Sadat, & Pratama, 2022; Bulchand-Gidumal, 2022). 

The findings of this study offer several theoretical and practical implications. Theoretically, the 

research enhances existing tourism loyalty models by demonstrating that revisit intention is not solely 

shaped by surface-level factors such as image and quality, but also by deeper emotional, cognitive, and 

historical mechanisms. The dual-mediation model extends the conceptual understanding of how 

destination image and quality translate into loyalty through perceived value and past engagement. 

Practically, the study suggests that destination managers—particularly in cultural and heritage settings—

should focus not only on improving physical quality but also on fostering emotional and historical 

engagement. Strategies such as cultural storytelling, heritage interpretation, interactive learning 

experiences, and memory-building activities can strengthen tourists’ attachment and perceived value. 

Furthermore, improvements in service quality should be balanced to avoid creating perceptions of high 

cost or exclusivity that may discourage repeat visits. 

This study has several limitations that should be considered when interpreting its findings. First, 

the sample consists only of tourists who have visited Yogyakarta at least twice, limiting the 

generalizability of the results to first-time visitors or other types of destinations. Second, the use of 

purposive sampling may lead to selection bias and reduce the representativeness of the sample. Third, the 

cross-sectional research design prohibits the assessment of changes in engagement, perceived value, and 

revisit intention over time. Fourth, all constructs were measured through self-reported questionnaires, 

which may be subject to memory bias or social desirability bias. Additionally, the study does not 

incorporate potential moderating variables such as demographic characteristics, travel motivation, 

cultural background, or visit frequency, which may influence the relationships among the variables. 

Future research is recommended to expand the study to multiple cultural destinations to improve external 

validity and explore whether similar patterns emerge across different historical and cultural contexts. 

Longitudinal studies should be conducted to track changes in tourists’ perceptions and engagements over 

time. Researchers are encouraged to include moderating variables such as motivation, cultural orientation, 

age, income, or travel frequency to provide deeper insights into variations in tourist behavior. More 

detailed analysis of destination quality, broken down into components such as authenticity, service 

quality, environmental quality, and facility maintenance, may help clarify the source of the negative effect 

found in this study. Future studies could also incorporate digital engagement variables, such as virtual 

heritage experiences, digital storytelling, or social-media-based memory sharing, which are increasingly 

relevant in modern tourism behavior. Finally, mixed-method approaches combining quantitative models 

with qualitative interviews could offer a richer understanding of the emotional and historical processes 

that shape revisit intention. 

CONCLUSION 

The findings of this study demonstrate that destination image (DI) and destination quality (DQ) 

do not exert a significant direct influence on tourists’ revisit intention (RI). Instead, their effects are fully 

mediated by destination value (DV) and historical tourist engagement (HTE). These results indicate that 

revisit intention is driven by a more complex combination of cognitive evaluations and emotional 

engagement, rather than solely by initial impressions or the physical attributes of destination quality. An 

intriguing result emerges in the negative and significant relationship between DQ and RI, which suggests 

that exceptionally high levels of destination quality such as premium services, luxurious facilities, or 

high-cost experiences may reduce revisit intention due to elevated expectations or financial 

considerations. This finding warrants further examination in future studies. 
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Despite the negative direct effect of DQ on RI, the structural model reveals that destination image 

(DI) remains the strongest predictor of revisit intention, with a path coefficient of 0.753. This underscores 

the importance of tourists’ cognitive and affective perceptions in shaping loyalty-related behaviors. 

Furthermore, all direct path hypotheses in the model are statistically supported, with p-values below 0.05, 

confirming that the relationships proposed in the conceptual framework are significant. The measurement 

model also exhibits excellent reliability and validity, as evidenced by high t-values, Cronbach’s Alpha, 

Composite Reliability, and AVE values that meet recommended thresholds. Overall, the study provides 

a robust explanation of revisit intention by integrating image, quality, perceived value, and historical 

engagement into a comprehensive structural model.  
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