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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to measure the effects of the perceived sacrifice, service quality, value and satisfaction
on the intention to revisit restaurants. A total of 273 questionnaires were completed. The equation model was used to
measure the causal effects. The results demonstrated that the confirmatory factor analysis model provided an excellent
model fit. The modified model yielded a significantly better fit to the data than the service quality model, and accounted
for a greater share of the variance in intention to revisit than the service quality model. The effects of value and service
quality on intention to revisit were statistically significant in both the service quality model and modified model. The
effects of perceived sacrifice and service quality on value were statistically significant in the service quality model and
modified model. As expected, service quality had a significant effect on satisfaction in the modified model. Satisfaction
had a significant effect on intention to revisit in the modified model. Satisfaction also had a significant effect on service
quality in the service quality model. Moreover, service quality had an indirect influence on intention to revisit through
value and satisfaction in the modified model. Service quality had an indirect influence on the intention to revisit through
value in the service quality model. The overall findings offer strong empirical support for the intuitive notion that impro-
ving service quality can increase favorable intention to revisit, and decrease unfavorable intention to revisit.
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Fig. 1. Structural equation model.
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Table 1. Respondent's general characteristics

Characteristics N(%)
Male 141(51.6)
Gender
Female 132(48.4)
Less or 29 yrs 100(36.6)
30~39 yrs 120(44.0)
Age
40~49 yrs 45(16.5)
50 yrs or more 8( 2.9)
None 119(43.6)
Family/friends/relatives 45(16.5)
Travel agents 20( 7.3)
Information Travel magazines 20( 7.3)
source
Internet 11( 4.0)
Ad 8( 2.9)
Other 50(18.3)
Dining Restaurant in tourist area 225(82.4)
place Restaurant in non-tourist area 43(17.6)
By oneself 107(39.2)
Companion 99(36.3)
Decision Travel agent 16( 5.9)
maker Workshop 12( 4.4)
Organization except travel agent 10( 3.7)
Other 29(10.6)
All meal 72(26.4)
Lunch & dinner 52(19.0)
Only lunch 51(18.7)
Meal Only dinner 46(16.8)
type
Breakfast & lunch 26( 9.5)
Only breakfast 14( 5.1)
Breakfast & dinner 12( 4.4)
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Table 2. Results of confirmatory factor analysis
Variables ll;:(citi?lrg t AVE" a?
Quality
This facility provided high quality to its customers. .809 14.462 758 .801
This facility's service quality met my expectations. 733 12.781
The overall quality of this facility was high. 728 12.666
Sacrifice
The time required to use this facility was high. .865 13.815 733 771
The price charge to use this facility was high. 759 12.184
The effort that I must make to receive the services offered was high. 537 8.636
Value
Overall, the value of this facility's services to me is high. .655 8.598 614 547
Compared to what 1 had to give up, the overall ability of this facility to satisfy my
wants and needs is high. 571 7851
Satisfaction
I think that T did the right thing when I purchased this service. .820 15.013 773 816
My choice to purchase this service was a wise one. .780 14.060
This facility is exactly what is needed for this service. 714 12.539
Intention
I intend to continue doing business with this facility over the next few years. .810 14.976 799 .841
I am very likely to recommend this facility. .796 14.632
As long as the present service continuous, [ doubt that I would not switch competitors.  .791 14.523
(ZW?
b Square root of AVE. D Compositereliability = —
(ZD2+X0
Table 3. Mean and correlations of constructs
Constructs Mean SD Quality Sacrifice Value Satisfaction Intention
Quality 3.118 783 1
Sacrifice 2.943 .878 —0.065(-0.881) 1
Value 3.185 .801 0.435( 5.270)  0.338( 3.992) 1
Satisfaction 2.990 .861 0.614(11.646) —0.005(-0.066)  0.543(7.029) 1
Intention 3.250 .904 0.521( 9.028)  0.049( 0.680) 0.518(6.696)  0.548(9.904) 1

¢t value in parenthesis.
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Table 4. Results of fit measures

Fit CFA Quality Modified Comparison
measures model model model model
I 68.460 93.496 83122 410374
df 67 72 71 1
p 427 .045 154

GFI 967 954 959

AGFI .948 933 940

NFI 952 935 942

RMR .034 054 .044

CFI .999 990 995

RNI .999 .990 .995

Delta2 .999 .991 .995

The Significance threshold for 4 x*(1) is 3.84.
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Table 5. Results of the comparative model tests Table 6. Standardized total effects
Para- Model Path Total Direct Indirect Spurious Covariate
Model Path meter ¢ value ¢ R
estimate Yu 665 665 665
Satisfaction—Quality ~ .576 8.091 v 356 356 336
Quality 957 443 Quality Az .503 503 503
Sacrifice—Value 239 4044 Bn 572 A0 .151(2.762) 572
Qua- Quality—Value 413 5216™ Bxn 300 300 212 512
lity  vValue 192 380 yu o 497 497 497
Quality—Intention 539 4751 Y2 637 637 637
Value—Intention 469 2945 Modi- Y2 342 219 .323(3.84%) 528
Intention 458 395 fied py, 264 264 204 468
Quality—Value 238 40287 Bxn 301 301 223 524
Sacrifice—Value 397 5117 7 359 359 359
Value 190 376 ¢ value in parenthesis.
Quality—Satisfaction ~ .722  7.846
“ﬁ‘l‘? Satisfaction 364 406 AR AS7E 0722, 1 Fho] 7.8460103, Aulxs A ZFoA
Quality—Intention 275 2037 o] Aulx Hel S WA BRE AR AF7}0.576,
Value—Intention Al6 2675 £ o] 809101, oA Z2h= Brady er al2001)9] A7
ot 22 Ak Wb Mu|x "ol & o BFH S|
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Intention 453 401 2 Ag A HrRide AL ¢+ dok
" p<0.05, T p<001, " p<0.00l. ¢ Emor, R Squared AMu| 2 d 2ol wET)e] A2 A9H0.576) 9 ZExK0.257)

multiple correlation.
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