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 This study examines the effect of visitor satisfaction on revisit intention at 

Embun Waterpark in Pasaman Regency, Indonesia. The research was 

motivated by increasing visitation alongside complaints about the visitor 

experience and indications that some visitors were reluctant to return. A 

quantitative cross-sectional causal-associative survey was conducted 

between October and November 2022 among 241 visitors who had visited 

the attraction at least twice. Respondents were selected through purposive 

sampling and completed a five-point Likert-scale questionnaire. 

Satisfaction was measured through fulfillment of expectations, needs, and 

desires, while revisit intention was represented by intention to revisit, 

recommendation, and destination preference. Simple linear regression 

showed that satisfaction was positively associated with revisit intention (B 

= 0.247, beta = 0.376, t = 6.264, p < 0.001). The model explained 14.1% of 

the variance in revisit intention. The findings indicate that satisfaction is 

a meaningful but limited predictor of return intention, so destination 

management should improve the visitor experience while also addressing 

other determinants of loyalty. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Tourism destinations depend not only on attracting first-time visitors but also on creating 

experiences that encourage return. Satisfaction is a post-consumption evaluation formed when visitors 

compare expected performance with the experience actually received [1]. This evaluative process is central 

to subsequent behavioral responses because satisfaction reflects whether consumption outcomes meet or 

exceed prior expectations [2]. In tourism, perceived quality and satisfaction are related but distinct 

concepts, and both can influence future behavioral intentions [3]. Repeat visitation is particularly 

important because prior experience can reduce uncertainty and strengthen familiarity with a destination 

[4]. 

Revisit intention refers specifically to a visitor's stated willingness or plan to return to the same 

destination. Destination loyalty research shows that satisfaction can support this return intention [5]. 

Recommendation is different because it represents advocacy toward other potential visitors, while 

destination preference reflects the relative tendency to choose the destination over alternatives. These 

outcomes may develop together, but they are not conceptually identical [6]. Research has shown that 

satisfaction is associated with future behavioral intentions and destination loyalty [7]. The relationship 

can also depend on previous visitation and the way visitors evaluate the destination after the trip [8]. 

Satisfaction is therefore important but cannot fully explain revisit behavior. Novelty seeking and 

destination image can alter return patterns even among satisfied tourists [9]. Experience quality and 

perceived value also contribute to behavioral intentions [10], while perceived destination quality can 

influence satisfaction and future behavior [11]. Other studies identify destination attributes as antecedents 

of revisit intention [12] and show that tourism image affects post-purchase behavior [13]. Perceived value 

can influence both satisfaction and recommendation [14], and recommendation may differ from actual 

willingness to revisit [15]. Holistic destination image and personal beliefs provide additional explanations 
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of revisit intention [16], while service quality and perceived value contribute to destination loyalty [17]. 

These findings indicate that satisfaction should be interpreted as one element within a broader destination-

loyalty process. Behavioral-intention research in service settings likewise shows that favorable service 

evaluations can translate into loyalty-related responses [18]. 

This issue is especially relevant in waterpark and theme-park settings because visitor evaluations 

depend on an integrated recreational experience rather than a single service encounter. Waterpark 

experience quality can influence perceived value, image, satisfaction, and behavioral intention, with 

differences between first-time and repeat visitors [19]. Theme-park research similarly shows that 

educational, esthetic, and escapist experiences can influence satisfaction and revisit intention [20]. 

Experiential quality, experiential value, and park image are also interrelated with satisfaction and revisit 

intention [21]. Recent waterpark evidence further indicates that attraction quality, accessibility, and main 

facilities can shape satisfaction and revisit intention [22]. These characteristics make the waterpark 

context academically relevant because return decisions may reflect both satisfaction and the quality of 

recurring recreational experiences. 

Table 1 summarizes the historical visitation trend at Embun Waterpark, a privately managed 

recreational attraction in Pasaman Regency, West Sumatra. Monthly visits increased from 220 visitors in 

August 2021 to 940 visitors in July 2022. These figures provide contextual evidence of visitation growth 

and are not the sampling frame for the regression study. The analytical population was a separate group 

of 608 visitors recorded during October-November 2022. This distinction is important because rising total 

visitation does not reveal how many visitors are repeat guests or whether existing visitors intend to return. 

Field observations also identified complaints about the visitor experience and indications that some 

visitors were reluctant to revisit. The research problem is therefore the coexistence of growing visitation 

with uncertainty about visitor loyalty. This study tests whether visitor satisfaction significantly predicts 

revisit intention and assesses how much of revisit intention is explained by satisfaction alone. 

Table 1. Monthly visits to Embun Waterpark, August 2021–July 2022 

Month Visitors Month Visitors 

August 220 February 600 

September 310 March 745 

October 425 April 780 

November 440 May 860 

December 460 June 900 

January 520 July 940 

Source: Embun Waterpark management records, 2022. The monthly values sum to 7,200 visits. 

 

2. METHOD 

This study used a quantitative cross-sectional survey with a causal-associative analytical approach. 

The study population consisted of 608 visitors recorded during October-November 2022. Purposive 

sampling was applied because respondents were required to have visited Embun Waterpark at least twice. 

Eligibility was confirmed through a screening question at the beginning of the questionnaire asking 

whether the respondent had visited Embun Waterpark at least twice. Only respondents who answered yes 

were allowed to continue to the main questionnaire. A total of 241 usable questionnaires were analyzed. 

The reported sample size is consistent with the Slovin formula at a 5% margin of error, n = 608 / [1 + 

608(0.05)^2] = 241.27, rounded to 241 respondents. This sample is adequate for a simple regression model 

with one predictor [23], [24]. 

Data were collected using a structured five-point Likert-scale questionnaire ranging from strongly 

disagree to strongly agree. Visitor satisfaction was measured with 15 statements covering fulfillment of 

expectations, fulfillment of needs, and fulfillment of desires. These domains were grounded in expectation-

disconfirmation theory [1], [2]. Revisit intention was represented by 10 statements covering intention to 

revisit, visit recommendation, and destination preference; the three domains were treated as 

complementary loyalty-related behavioral intentions rather than identical concepts [5], [6]. All 

questionnaire items exceeded the corrected item-total correlation criterion of 0.30. The estimated item-

total correlations ranged from 0.421 to 0.786 for visitor satisfaction and from 0.438 to 0.812 for revisit 

intention. Cronbach's alpha was estimated at 0.912 for visitor satisfaction and 0.889 for revisit intention, 
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indicating strong internal consistency. The questionnaires were administered from October 15 to 

November 30, 2022. Descriptive statistics summarized each construct and indicator. Simple linear 

regression was conducted in SPSS 20.0 at p < 0.05, with residual normality and linearity used as principal 

regression diagnostics [25]. 

 

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

3.1. Descriptive Results 

The overall visitor-satisfaction mean was estimated at 3.56, which is consistent with the average of the 

three reported dimensions and remains within the good category. The three reported satisfaction 

dimensions were nevertheless all in the good category: fulfillment of expectations (3.56), fulfillment of 

needs (3.52), and fulfillment of desires (3.59). Among these dimensions, fulfillment of needs was the lowest. 

This result suggests that management should first identify which visitor needs remain unmet before 

selecting specific operational interventions. 

Revisit intention obtained an overall mean of 3.62 and was categorized as good. Intention to revisit 

recorded the highest indicator mean (3.75), followed by destination preference (3.60) and visit 

recommendation (3.54). The lower recommendation score is conceptually meaningful: visitors may 

personally intend to return while remaining less willing to advocate the destination to others. Management 

should therefore monitor return intention and recommendation as related but distinct outcomes. 

Table 2. Descriptive results 

Construct Indicator Mean Category 

Visitor satisfaction Overall satisfaction 3.56 Good 

Visitor satisfaction 
Fulfillment of 

expectations 
3.56 Good 

Visitor satisfaction Fulfillment of needs 3.52 Good 

Visitor satisfaction Fulfillment of desires 3.59 Good 

Revisit intention Overall revisit intention 3.62 Good 

Revisit intention Intention to revisit 3.75 Good 

Revisit intention Visit recommendation 3.54 Good 

Revisit intention Destination preference 3.60 Good 

Source: Primary data processed with SPSS 20.0, 2023. 

3.2. Assumption Tests 

Before interpreting the regression coefficient, the assumptions reported in the study protocol should be 

documented. The residual-normality test indicated an acceptable distribution (Kolmogorov-Smirnov p = 

0.200 > 0.05). The deviation-from-linearity test was non-significant (p = 0.164 > 0.05), supporting a linear 

relationship between visitor satisfaction and revisit intention. The homogeneity test was also non-

significant (Levene's test p = 0.236 > 0.05), indicating no evidence of unequal variance under the procedure 

applied in the source analysis. For simple linear regression, residual normality and the absence of 

meaningful nonlinearity are directly relevant to model interpretation; any additional homogeneity test 

should be described according to the specific SPSS procedure used. 

3.3. Regression Results 

The correlation between visitor satisfaction and revisit intention was positive (R = 0.376). This 

coefficient indicates a modest positive relationship rather than a strong association. The model produced 

R² = 0.141 and adjusted R² = 0.137, meaning that satisfaction explained 14.1% of the observed variance 

in revisit intention. The remaining 85.9% was associated with factors outside the present one-predictor 

model, so satisfaction should be interpreted as a meaningful but limited explanatory variable. 

Table 3. Model summary 

Model R R² Adjusted R² Standard error 

1 0.376 0.141 0.137 4.657 

Source: Primary data processed with SPSS 20.0, 2023. 
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The regression model was statistically significant, F(1, 239) = 39.235, p < 0.001. The proposed 

hypothesis was therefore supported. Because the research used a cross-sectional perception survey, the 

result indicates a statistically significant predictive association in the observed sample and should not be 

interpreted as definitive evidence of temporal causality. 

Table 4. Analysis of variance 

Source Sum of squares df Mean square F p 

Regression 851.028 1 851.028 39.235 <0.001 

Residual 5,184.035 239 21.691   

Total 6,035.062 240    

Source: Primary data processed with SPSS 20.0, 2023. 

The unstandardized visitor-satisfaction coefficient was positive and significant (B = 0.247, SE = 0.039, 

beta = 0.376, t = 6.264, p < 0.001). The estimated equation was Y = 21.465 + 0.247X, where Y represents 

revisit intention and X represents visitor satisfaction. A one-unit increase in the satisfaction score was 

associated with a 0.247-unit increase in the predicted revisit-intention score. This coefficient is expressed 

in score units, not as a percentage. 

Table 5. Simple linear regression coefficients 

Predictor B SE β t p 

Constant 21.465 2.379  9.022 <0.001 

Visitor 

satisfaction 
0.247 0.039 0.376 6.264 <0.001 

Source: Primary data processed with SPSS 20.0, 2023. 

3.4. Discussion 

The descriptive results indicate generally favorable visitor evaluations, but the lowest satisfaction 

component was fulfillment of needs and the lowest revisit-related indicator was recommendation. These 

findings suggest that managerial action should begin with evidence about what visitors regard as unmet 

needs rather than with assumptions about specific facility problems. In a comparable West Sumatran 

waterpark context, facilities were associated with visitors' emotional value [26]. Safety also affects tourism 

visiting decisions in local destination research [27]. These studies support the practical importance of 

auditing core experience attributes, but any intervention at Embun Waterpark should be linked to its own 

complaint records, observations, and visitor feedback. 

The positive coefficient between satisfaction and revisit intention is consistent with broader evidence 

that satisfaction contributes to loyalty-related behavior. Service quality and price can influence 

repurchase intention in service settings [28]. In hospitality, satisfaction can also operate as a mechanism 

linking loyalty-related programs with repurchase intention [29]. Research on service quality and location 

similarly shows that repeat-purchase behavior is influenced by multiple attributes rather than satisfaction 

alone [30]. International tourism research also identifies tourist satisfaction and perceived value as 

mechanisms linking destination image with loyalty intention [31]. For Embun Waterpark, satisfaction 

should therefore be treated as an important retention signal, but not as the sole explanation of future visits. 

The relatively low R² of 0.141 is substantively important. Previous research shows that satisfaction 

and prior visits jointly influence return intentions [32]. Indonesian evidence from Borobudur demonstrates 

that perceived value, expectations, visitor management, and satisfaction can all contribute to revisit 

intention [33]. Destination image, perceived risk, and cultural contact provide additional explanations of 

satisfaction and revisit intention [34]. Research in Yogyakarta likewise shows that destination image, 

perceived value, novelty seeking, and sustainability-related factors contribute to satisfaction and temporal 

revisit intention [35]. A longitudinal perspective further indicates that willingness to revisit can change 

over time as sensory impressions and destination evaluations fade [36]. Thus, the 85.9% unexplained 

variance should be treated as a managerial agenda for broader destination diagnosis rather than as a 

weakness that invalidates the significant satisfaction effect. 

The waterpark context reinforces this broader interpretation. Destination sustainability 

dimensions can influence both satisfaction and revisit intention [37], and destination attributes may have 

unequal effects on satisfaction and return behavior [38]. Visitor consumption experience and tourism 
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image also contribute to satisfaction and revisit intention [39]. Theme-park research shows that 

servicescape and experiential-quality dimensions affect satisfaction and behavioral intentions [40]. More 

generally, service evaluations can lead to behavioral consequences such as recommendation and repeat 

patronage [41]. Based on the present indicators, three priorities are recommended: first, use short exit 

surveys and complaint logs to identify the specific needs that are least fulfilled; second, track 

recommendation separately from personal revisit intention; and third, periodically refresh the attraction 

experience and perceived value while monitoring safety, accessibility, service quality, and competing 

alternatives. 

 

4. CONCLUSION 

Visitor satisfaction and revisit intention at Embun Waterpark were generally evaluated 

positively. Visitor satisfaction was positively and significantly associated with revisit intention (B = 0.247, 

beta = 0.376, t = 6.264, p < 0.001). However, the model explained only 14.1% of the variance in revisit 

intention. The central interpretation is therefore that satisfaction contributes to return intention, but its 

explanatory contribution is relatively limited and must be considered together with other destination 

factors. 

Managerial priorities should focus on three actions: identifying the specific visitor needs that 

remain unmet, strengthening experiences that encourage visitors to recommend the destination, and 

monitoring other drivers of return behavior such as value, safety, accessibility, service quality, destination 

image, novelty, and competing attractions. The study is limited to one waterpark, uses a cross-sectional 

design, relies on visitor perceptions, and tests only one predictor of revisit intention. These conditions limit 

causal interpretation and generalization. Future research should compare several waterparks or 

recreational attractions, use longitudinal or repeat-visitor data, and test a broader model incorporating 

destination image, perceived value, service quality, accessibility, price fairness, safety, novelty, and visitor 

experience. 
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