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A B S T R A C T

Investigating the antecedents of tourist behavioral intentions and its relations with the preceding factors has
become an interest of researchers very recently. However, domestic tourism is one of the neglected forms of
tourism among academics and policymakers in developing countries in general. This study, therefore, has tried to
simultaneously analyze (i) the relationships among motivations (push and pull), satisfaction and behavioral in-
tentions (intention to revisit and willingness to recommend), and (ii) the direct and indirect effects of motivations
on the behavioural intentions of domestic tourists in the formation of domestic tourism behavioural model. The
relationships were structurally analyzed with Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE) method of Structural
Equation Modeling (SEM) using data collected from 386 domestic tourists from four destination sites in Ethiopia.
The results revealed that both pull and push travel motivations were found to be significant predictors of overall
satisfaction. Moreover, the direct effects of pull travel motivation on revisit intention as well as willingness to
recommend were observed. On the other hand, overall satisfaction influenced revisit intention more significantly
than the willingness to recommend. Overall satisfaction also partially mediated the relationships between travel
motivations and revisit intention. Furthermore, the direct and indirect effects of push travel motivation were
assessed in this study. The results of this study hold important implications for destination managers and re-
searchers to consider the influences of motivations factors on satisfaction and behavioral intentions in their
attempt to develop domestic tourism.
1. Introduction

Tourism is one of the most important economic activities and is
considered as a key to development, prosperity, and well-being. Ac-
cording to the United Nations World Tourism Organization (UNWTO),
tourism is ‘a key driver of socio-economic progress through the creation
of jobs and enterprises, export revenues, and infrastructure develop-
ment’. Tourism has shown almost uninterrupted growth in the last six
and a half decades demonstrating the sector's strength and resilience.
Tourism today represents one of the most pivotal components of the
world economy. Generating 1.6 trillion USD in 2017, tourism has become
the 3rd most important export category after fuels and chemicals, which
is about 7% of the world's export. Tourism is also one of the major job
creators with a share of 1 in 10 jobs and accounts for about 10% of the
global GDP (UNWTO, 2017). Moreover, tourism is the main foreign
currency generating sector for many developing countries in the world.
Above all, tourism preserves culture, protects the environment, conveys
m (B.E. Bayih).
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peace and togetherness, and enhances economic growth and overall
development that makes the sector imperative for sustainable
development.

According to UNWTO (1995), tourism could be categorized as in-
ternational and domestic tourism. International tourism involves the
activities of resident tourists and non-resident tourists outside their
country of residence whereas domestic tourism comprises the activities
of resident tourists within their own country of reference. Domestic
tourism is most probably the first form of tourism (Pierret, 2010), that
was practiced in the earlier period of civilization. Today it continues as a
significant form of tourism all over the world accounting for about 5–6
billion estimated tourist arrivals (UNWTO, 2016) which is more than
74%–86% of total tourism arrivals (Bigano et al., 2007; Pierret, 2010).
This is about 73% of total overnights, 69% of overnights at hotels, and
75% of overnights in none-hotel accommodations (Pierret, 2010).

Although domestic tourism is the largest portion of tourism, it re-
mains unaddressed and overshadowed by international tourism in terms
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of researches and policies. However, since international tourism is highly
sensitive to both internal and external environments to bring triumphant
and sustainable tourism development, it should be complemented with
domestic tourism. Such ignorance of domestic tourism caused lack of
awareness of most tourists, underestimated total tourism numbers,
misunderstood the significance of tourism, and distorted image of
tourism in general (Eijgelaar et al., 2008). Although tourism in general
and predictors of tourist behavioral intentions, in particular, is not new to
the scope of research, domestic tourism is surpassed by the interest of
academics on international tourism. Consequently, there is a lack of
statistics, researches, policies, and strategies on domestic tourism in most
developing countries in the world (Ghimire, 2001). Moreover, it is hard
to find tourism marketing and management researches that systemati-
cally analyzed the interrelationships between domestic tourist motiva-
tions, satisfaction, and behavioral intentions. Such gap, in general, made
it challenging for policymakers to develop effective policies and strate-
gies on tourism management, marketing, and sustainable development.

Like many developing countries in the world, domestic tourism in
Ethiopia is almost forgotten both as an issue of development and a
valuable area of research. Some studies have been conducted on domestic
tourism (Ephrem, 2012) and on religious tourism (Bayih, 2018; Gedecho,
2014). However, domestic tourist motivations, satisfaction, and behav-
ioral intentions, as well as the direct and indirect effects of travel moti-
vations on the post visit behaviour of domestic tourists, remain hardly
studied. Thus, this study has tried to fill the gap through developing
domestic tourism behavioural model and assessing relationships among
constructs using Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE) method of
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM). Hence, this study focuses on the
structural examination of the relationships among travel motivations
(push and pull), overall satisfaction, and behavioral intentions of do-
mestic tourists in Ethiopia.

2. Review of literature

2.1. Push and pull travel motivations

Motivation is one of the basic thoughts of human behavior. There are
several basic concepts that are integrated into an understanding of
human motivation. There is a general idea that human motivation arises
from an inconsistency between a desired and an existing condition.
Kotler and Make (2014) identified motivation as one of the psychological
factors that determine consumers' buying behavior. According to them,
motivation is a need that reached its highest intensity, created tension
and finally causes a person to act to minimize or avoid the tension.

According to International Genealogical Index (IGI) global, travel
motivation is the inner state of a person, or certain needs and wants of the
tourists that can be considered as one of the most important psycholog-
ical influences of tourist behavior (IGI, 1988). On the other hand, Pearce
et al. (1998 cited in Malviya, 2005, p. 48) defined tourist motivation as
“the global integrating network of biological and cultural forces which
gives value and direction to travel choices, behavior, and experience”.
Hence, any motive that causes travel has been thought to fall under the
two universally accepted dimensions of motivations that are the highly
inter-related push and pull factors. Crompton (1979) perhaps for the first
time, grouped tourist motivations in two ends as socio-psychological and
cultural motives. Motives namely escape from a perceived mundane
environment; exploration and evaluation of self, relaxation, prestige,
regression, enhancement of kinship relations, and facilitation of social
interaction were fallen under the first group while the second group
constitute novelty and education. The earlier group of motives is the
pushing factors while the latter category of motives is pulling factors.
Hence, traditionally push motives have been used for explaining the
desire to travel for vacation while the pull motives have been considered
significant for explaining the destination choice of travelers. On the other
hand, Dann (1977) explained the integration of both factors as push
factors are the antecedents to that of pull factors. The concept regarding
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push and pull dimension is that people travel due to the internal forces
that pushed them and the external factors of the destination attributes,
expectations, benefits and travelers' perceptions that pulled them (Balo-
glu and Uysal, 1996). Thus, push factors are widely understood as in-
ternal factors whereas, pull factors are features of the destination that
attract travelers to choose a particular destination (Albughuli, 2011).
Push and pull factors are two different decisions made by travelers at two
separate points focusing on whether to travel or not and where to travel
(Klenosky, 2002). Others argue as they should not be viewed as strictly
different as they are basically related to each other (Albughuli, 2011).

As motivations are one of the indicators of buyers' behavior and being
in one or other ways influence buyers' preference, necessitate the need
for researches on the motives of travelers. Different studies conducted on
travel motivation suggested that understanding the traveler's motive is
fundamental to tourism development. Furthermore, different researchers
such as Pearce (2005) and UM & Crompton (1990) widely approved that
tourists' visit patterns are the outcomes of a destination choice process
which, in turn, is influenced powerfully by tourists' motives and back-
grounds. However, only a few studies have been conducted on domestic
tourism in general and the relationships between motivations, satisfac-
tion, and tourist behavioral intentions. Some researchers very recently
(Bogari et al., 2003; Albughuli, 2011; Bui and Jolliffe, 2011; Kanagaraj
and Bindu, 2013; Baniya and Paudel, 2016; Canavan, 2016; have tried to
identify the push and pull motives of domestic tourists in different
countries. On the contrary, an extensive studies can be discovered on the
push and pull motivations of foreign or international tourists since earlier
(Crompton, 1979; Fodness, 1994; Mohammad and Som, 2010). Push and
pull travel motivations as antecedents of tourist overall satisfaction and
behavioral intentions have been studied from international tourist per-
spectives albeit discrepancies among findings have been observed.

2.2. Tourist satisfaction

Tourist satisfaction is a reaction or decision of tourists which follows
emotion or cognition (Bigne et al., 2001). In other words, it is the reac-
tion referred to a specific concentration. In general, satisfaction describes
the thinking, state, and thoughts emotionally after experiencing an op-
portunity (Ranjanthran and Mohammed, 2010). On the other hand, as
identified by Baker and Crompton (2000), satisfaction is determined by
gap factors such as social and psychological elements of individual
tourists like expression, behavior, and needs and external environments
such as weather conditions, social group interactions. Simply, satisfac-
tion can be defined as the evaluation of a consumer after using a product
or service (Ranjanthran and Mohammed, 2010). Likewise, Chen and Tsai
(2007) defined overall satisfaction as the extent of the overall pleasure
felt by tourists resulting from the ability of the tour to fulfill the desires,
expectations, and needs of the tourists. Beard and Ragheb (1980)
expressed tourist satisfaction as a positive perception or that is developed
by tourists by engaging in recreational activities and can be measured by
a different degree of pleasure. When the destination attribute satisfies
visitor needs and wants, tourists will develop a pleasant experience (Lee,
2009).

Overall tourist satisfaction has a positive correlation with the quality
tourist experience on the tourist site (Tribe and Snaith, 1998; Lee, 2007).
Tourist satisfaction is also an important issue for managers of tourism
destinations as it influences the destination choice of tourists (Cole and
Crompton, 2003; Kozak and Rimmington, 2000) and future visitor be-
haviours (Bigne et al., 2001; Cole et al., 2002; Lee, 2007; Yoon and Uysal,
2005). A number of studies revealed that satisfaction is the outcome of
image and service quality (Ranjanthran and Mohammed, 2010; Bigne
et al., 2001; Chen and Tsai, 2007; Ngoc and Trinh, 2015). It also seems
widely agreed that favorable satisfaction leads to positive future behavior
such as increased intention to revisit and a higher willingness to
recommend (Ranjanthran and Mohammed, 2010; Chen and Tsai, 2007).
However, the result of the empirical study by Bigne et al. (2001) discloses
that tourist satisfaction determines their willingness to recommend the
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destination they have experienced to others like friends and relatives but
not the other post-visit behavior, intention to revisit. On the other hand,
destination attributes in general and the quality of the accommodation,
accessibility of the destination, beautifulness of the scenery, the weather
condition or climate and the neatness are considered as most important
attributes for tourist's overall satisfaction (Vinh, 2013; Som et al., 2012;
Um et al., 2006).

2.3. Tourist behavioral intentions

Behavioral intention or future behavior or post-visit behavior is the
judgment of the visitor about the probability of revisiting the same
destination or the visitor's willingness to recommend the destination to
the others (Chen and Tsai, 2007). Future behavior or post-visit behavior
of tourists is reflected in the form of revisit, recommendation and positive
word of mouth (Hsieh, 2012; Baker and Crompton, 2000). Customer
loyalty, which is an essential issue in any business, can be reflected in
terms of repeat purchase, recommendations, and releasing the positive
word of mouth. Customer loyalty is one of the most important indicators
of the success of marketing strategies as agreed by most marketers and
the theory also works for tourism products (Lee, 2009). Managers in the
tourism industry assess their management strategies based on the will-
ingness of tourists to recommend their product and share a positive word
of mouth regarding their experience. Hence, as frequently mentioned by
different researchers such as Baker and Crompton (2000), Bigne et al.
(2001), Cai et al. (2004), Lee et al. (2007), Petrick (2004), the intention
of tourists to ‘revisit’ and their willingness to ‘recommend’ reflects
behavioural intention of tourists and tourist loyalty. Intention to revisit is
the tourists' interest to return to a certain destination (Szymanski and
Henard, 2001). Willingness to recommend also known as word-of-mouth
communication refers to customers' intention to share their experiences
with their friends and relatives (Maxham III, 2001).

Tourist behavioral intention (revisits and recommend) may often be
affected by a number of variables ranging from perceived attractiveness
of the destination (Um et al., 2006) to the real destination attributes
(Hsieh, 2012; Ngoc and Trinh, 2015; Mat Som et al., 2012). Moreover,
the image of the destination, perceived quality, motivation, and visitor
satisfaction are possible predictors of future tourist behavior (Elgammal
and Ghanem, 2016; Ranjanthran and Mohammed, 2010; Lee, 2009).

2.4. Relationships between tourist motivations, satisfaction, and behavioral
intentions

In the process of reviewing past studies, the researcher has come up
with four widely evidenced paths. These paths connect travel motiva-
tions directly with overall satisfaction, travel motivations directly with
tourist behavioral intentions, overall satisfaction directly with tourist
behavioral intentions and travel motivations indirectly with tourist
behavioral intentions through overall satisfaction. Tourist motivations in
general and push and pull motivations, in particular, have been identified
as antecedents of tourist satisfaction and tourism destination loyalty (Lee,
2009; Yoon and Uysal, 2005). In other words, tourist behavioral in-
tentions have been predicted by tourist motivations and their overall
satisfaction. More specifically, push and pull motivations have a strong
positive relationship with both satisfaction and tourist behavioral in-
tentions (Khuong and Ha, 2014). Nevertheless, according to the empir-
ical findings of Lee (2009); Battour et al. (2012) the direct relations
between motivations and tourist behavioral intentions were left unsup-
ported. In the results of these studies, motivations have a direct effect on
satisfaction and an indirect effect on post-visit tourist behaviors. In
another study, Yoon and Uysal (2005), push motivation factors but not
pull motivation factors determined destination loyalty. Contrary to this,
the direct relation between extrinsic motivation and service loyalty was
not supported in the study conducted by Suardana et al. (2014). More-
over, some empirical findings on motivations and tourist behavioral in-
tentions are highly paradoxical. For instance, a study by Khuong and Ha
3

(2014) revealed that both pull and push motivation factors to have
positive direct and indirect relation with return intention. Conversely,
the findings of Huang and Hsu (2009) did not exhibit significant relations
among motivations and tourist revisit intentions. Therefore, there is no
consensus among tourism literature regarding the direct and indirect
relationships between motivations, satisfactions, and tourist behavioral
intentions. Such inconsistent results of prior studies and the absence of
structural investigations on the aforementioned constructs in the per-
spectives of domestic tourism are the motives of the current research.

H1. Pull factors have a significant relationship with domestic tourists' overall
satisfaction.

H2. Push factors have a significant relationship with domestic tourists'
overall satisfaction.

H3. Pull factors have a significant relationship with domestic tourists'
intention to revisit.

H4. Pull factors have a significant relationship with domestic tourists' will-
ingness to recommend.

H5. Push factors have a significant relationship with domestic tourists'
intention to revisit.

H6. Push factors have a significant relationship with domestic tourists'
willingness to recommend.

Tourists express their satisfaction with behavioral responses like
recommend, say positive things about and revisit the destinations
(Canny, 2012). It seems like the satisfaction of tourists undoubtedly
determine their behavioral intentions. The direct effects of satisfaction on
tourists' behavioral intentions were proven in studies conducted with
different environs. A direct positive relation was observed between
satisfaction and service loyalty variables among diving tourists in Bali
(Suardana et al., 2014). The direct effect of satisfaction on tourists' future
behavior has laso been confirmed in nature-based recreational area set-
tings (Lee, 2009); in Island destination (Ramseook-Munhurrun et al.,
2015); in the visitors' heritage tourism experiences (Chen and Chen,
2010). A significant positive association between satisfaction and tourist
behavioral intentions was also observed across different niche markets. A
positive direct relationship between satisfaction and destination loyalty
was witnessed among the student pleasure travel market (Kim, 2008);
Muslim tourist (Battour et al., 2012); international leisure tourist
(Khuong and Ha, 2014); festival attendees (Lee and Hsu, 2013); domestic
tourists to local natural tourist settings (Kwenye and Freimund, 2016).

Moreover, a number of studies supported the direct positive effect of
satisfaction on tourist behavioral intentions in general or the return and
recommend intentions of visitors in particular. The link between satis-
faction and tourist behavioral intentions (both intention to suggest and
plan to return) was supported in several prior empirical studies (Prayag
and Ryan, 2012; �Zabkar et al., 2010; Do Valle et al., 2006). Then again,
Huang and Hsu (2009) asserted the influence of satisfaction solely on
revisit intention of Chinese visitors to Hong Kong. On the other hand, a
study by Lee et al. (2007) on tourists at the Korean demilitarized zone
revealed that satisfaction has an effect exclusively on recommendation
intention of tourists. According to Do Valle et al. (2006), satisfaction
significantly predicts the revisit likelihood and the willingness to
recommend others to visit the same destination of international tourists.

H7. Domestic tourists' overall satisfaction is positively related to their
intention to revisit.

H8. Domestic tourists' overall satisfaction is positively associated with their
willingness to recommend.

A number of prior researches confirmed that tourists' satisfaction is a
successful mediating variable in behavioral models of tourism (Lee, 2007,
2009; Osman et al., 2006). Satisfaction has been identified as a successful
mediator in the relationships between destination image and loyalty
(Ramseook-Munhurrun et al., 2015; Prayag and Ryan, 2012); place
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attachment and future intentions (Prayag and Ryan, 2012); tourist atti-
tude, motivation and destination image and future behavioral intentions
(Lee, 2009); motivations and service loyalty (Suardana et al., 2014).

Literature also claimed satisfaction as a full mediator on the rela-
tionship between push and pull motivations; and tourist behavioral in-
tentions in different settings or contexts. Overall tourist satisfaction was
evidenced as a full mediator in the relationship between tourism moti-
vations and destination loyalty in the study conducted among interna-
tional tourists (Battour et al., 2012). The result of a study by Khuong and
Ha (2014) also confirms the significance of the mediating effect of
destination satisfaction on the relationship between push and pull
motivational factors specifically with return intention. The mediating
role of satisfaction between motivation and loyalty was also established
in the study performed among festival attendees (Lee and Hsu, 2013).
Similarly, satisfaction acts as a moderator in the relationship between
motivation and future behavior of nature-based recreational area tourists
(Lee, 2009). Thus, the literature supports the motivations, satisfaction,
and tourist behavioral intentions relationships in different contexts.
However, the following research gaps were identified based on a review
of prior studies. First, almost all studies were conducted on foreign
tourists albeit domestic tourism is one part of tourism which economi-
cally contributes the highest. Second, some studies have used either push
or pull motivation factors and consideredmotivation as a single construct
which contradicts with the traditional push and pull motivations in their
structural examination of relationships. Then, although destination loy-
alty can be measured by using return and recommend intentions, prior
studies didn't consider examining them separately at a construct level
considering their conceptual differences. Finally, relationships among
the motivations, satisfaction, and tourist behavioral intentions have
never been structurally examined though their character and
socio-psychological setup are different. The theoretical framework of the
study is provided in Figure 1.

H9. The relationship between push factors and domestic tourists' intention to
revisit is mediated by tourists' overall satisfaction.

H10. The relationship between push factors and domestic tourists' willing-
ness to recommend is mediated by tourists' overall satisfaction.

H11. The relationship between pull factors and domestic tourists' intention to
revisit is mediated by tourists' overall satisfaction.

H12. The relationship between pull factors and domestic tourists' willingness
to recommend is mediated by tourists' overall satisfaction.
H9
Push Travel 
Mo�va�ons 

Pull Travel 
Mo�va�ons 

Overal
Sa�sfac�

H2

H6

H5

H4

H1

Independent 
Variables 

Figure 1. Theore
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3. Research methods

3.1. Study area description

This study was conducted in the country which is found in the Horn of
Africa called Ethiopia. Ethiopia is a landlocked country in Africa located
between the Equator and Tropic of Cancer, between the 3oN and 15oN
Latitude and 33oE and 48oE Longitude geographic coordinates. Rela-
tively the country is located east of Sudan and South Sudan, south and
southwest of Eritrea and Djibouti, west and southwest of Somalia and
north of Kenya. The country covers a total area of 1,104,300 km2 and
stands 26th in the world. From the total area, approximately 1,000,000
km2 is covered by land area and the remaining 104,300km2 is covered by
water bodies (Bayih and Singh, 2020). The country is featured by high
plateau terrain with central mountain range divided by Great Rift Valley.
The elevation ranges from the lowest point called Danakil Depression
(Afar depression) which is 125m (-410ft) below sea level to the highest
point called Ras Dejen elevates about 4,550m (14,928ft) above sea level.
The survey was specifically conducted in four famous tourist destination
sites of the country namely Bale, Gondar, Hawassa and Lalibela. These
destination sites were selected due to their unique tourism products. Bale
is known for its natural tourism resources and attracts nature-based
tourists. The African Camelot, Gondar, on the other hand, is known for
its historical castles and colorful festivals. The Lake-town of Hawassa is
attractive to leisure tourists and weekenders due to its glamorous resorts
and breathtaking lakeshores. The so-called African Petra, Lalibela, is
widely known for being the Ethiopian Orthodox-Tewahido Church reli-
gious pilgrimage area.

3.2. Research design and approach

This study has adopted a cross-sectional descriptive research design
owing to the following reasons. First, the objective of the study is to
provide a comprehensive and detailed explanation of the relationships
amongst the motivations, satisfactions and tourist behavioral intentions
of domestic tourists. Second, the research questions and hypotheses were
organized based on theories and empirical findings. Third, the data were
collected only once during a specified period of time. Moreover, quan-
titative approach was applied to examine both direct and indirect re-
lationships between the aforementioned constructs.

3.3. Sampling design and sample size determination

Due to the high mobility of tourists and limited recordings of do-
mestic tourists, it was impossible to draw the sampling frame and apply
random sampling. Consequently, the samples were selected using a
purposive method of sampling. Regarding the sample size, as proposed
by Roscoe (1975 cited in Sekaran and Bougie, 2016), the rules of thumb
&11 H10&12
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tical model.
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for determining sample size, sample size more than 30 and less than 500
are appropriate. Since the total number of domestic tourists' data was not
available, the largest proposed sample 384 plus 10 percent non-return or
incomplete or useless rate; the sample size has become 422 domestic
tourists. Hence, the questionnaire was disseminated to a total sample of
422 domestic tourists. The formula proposed by Aaker and Day (1986
cited in El-Gohary, 2012) also revealed the same figure (n¼ 384) and the
projected domestic tourists, 6 million, of the Ethiopian Ministry of Cul-
ture and Tourism in 2017/18.

S¼ z

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
pð1� pÞ

N

r ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
N � n
N � 1

r

Where:

z ¼ degree of confidence (95%), S ¼ Sample error (5%),
P¼ Ratio of population characteristics in the sample (50%),
N¼ Population size, n ¼ Sample size.

However, only 386 valuable questionnaires were gathered and used for
the analysis in this research.

3.4. Research instrument development

The questionnaire was the foremost and the only source of the pri-
mary data collected from domestic tourists. Domestic tourists' push and
pull motivations were measured by questions developed based on
different prior studies. Most of the motivation items were designed based
on Yoon and Uysal (2005), Vinh (2013), Baniya & Paudel (2016).
Moreover, the following literature were also reviewed in the develop-
ment process of both push and pull motivation items (Park et al., 2015;
Yousefi and Marzuki, 2015; Sirisack et al., 2014; Kanagaraj and Bindu,
2013; Som et al., 2012; Prayag and Ryan, 2012; Mohammad & Som,
2010; Kao et al., 2008; Kim et al., 2003; and Kozak, 2002). The items
obtained were customized in accordance with the context of this study.
Finally, the questionnaire was developed and measured by using a
five-point Likert scale of agreement ranging from strongly disagree (1) to
strongly agree (5) as applied by most prior studies.

Questions for measuring the satisfaction of domestic tourists with
their travel experience were also developed based on previous studies.
However, most satisfaction item scales were not directly taken rather
some were modified and others were converted to related terms or
concepts. The referred past researches for the organization of 24 item
questionnaire used to measure satisfaction of domestic tourists include:
Herle (2018), Mohammad (2014), Vinh (2013), Naidoo, et al. (2011),
Alegre and Cladera (2009), Ozdemir et al. (2012), Hassan and Shahne-
waz (2014), Hassan and Shahnewaz (2014). Alike reviewed literature,
the satisfaction level of tourists was measured by using five-point Likert
scales from highly dissatisfied (1) to delighted (5).

The behavioral intentions of domestic tourists were assessed by using
multiple item questionnaires with a five-point scale ranging from
‘strongly disagree’ (1) to ‘strongly agree’ (5). The measurement scales of
tourist behavioral intentions were designed after referring to a number of
previous studies. Tourist behavioral intentions were grouped into two as
recommend and revisit intentions. Each of these behavioral intentions
had three items and developed based upon preceding studies such as by
Muhammad et al. (2016), Kwenye and Freimund (2016), Vinh (2013),
Som, et al. (2012). Items then were utilized for this study after being
modified and restructured based on its thematic scope.

Following the development of the research instrument with addi-
tional questions to identify the demographic and travel characteristics of
domestic tourists, the instrument was converted into the official language
of the country, Amharic. Then questionnaires were handed to domestic
tourists at the four destination sites using accommodation and destina-
tion points.
5

4. Methods of data analysis

The returned questionnaires were roughly observed and checked for
their appropriateness. Then the questionnaire was coded and data entry
was conducted by using a statistical software SPSS version 20. Data
preparation was conducted before moving to the data analysis process. In
this process, the entered data was screened for the availability of missing
data, outliers, and erroneously filled data. The data were compiled,
summarized and analyzed quantitatively using both descriptive and
inferential statistics. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was conducted to
reduce the dimension of each construct. Moreover, a multivariate sta-
tistical procedure such as Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was per-
formed to check how enough the measured variables or factors represent
the latent variables. The measurement model validity was conducted to
see how the hypothesized model fits to the collected data and measured
by using the goodness of fit statistics including Chi-square test, GFI, NFI,
RMSEA, and others. Path analysis was employed to analyse the structural
relationships between the exogenous or measured variables and endog-
enous or latent constructs, to test hypotheses, and build domestic tourism
behavioral model. SEM was performed by using Analysis of a Moment
Structures (AMOS) software version 23. Besides SPSS and AMOS, MS-
Excel was used for data tabulation and drawing graphs.

5. Findings

5.1. Socio-demographic characteristics of respondents

Subjects of this study, domestic tourists, had a different socio-
demographic background. Out of the total 386 respondents, 261
(67.6%) were male while the remaining 125 (32.4%) were female. Most
of the respondents were found between 26 and 35 years of age 180
(46.6%). The ages of the remaining respondents 98 (25.4%), 86 (22.3%),
and 22 (5.7%) were found below 25 years, 36–44 years, and 45 years and
above respectively. The majority 220 (57%) of the respondent domestic
tourists were married followed by unmarried 152 (39.4%) and divorced
14 (3.6%). The family size of the respondents was measured through the
number of children in the family. Accordingly, about half of the re-
spondents 177 (45.9%) had no children whereas the remaining 98
(25.4%), 69 (17.9%), 27 (7%) and 15 (3.9%) respondents had 1 child, 2
children, 3 children, and 4 and more children respectively. Regarding the
respondents' educational status, the highest 149 (38.6%) number of re-
spondents had a first degree (graduate) followed by the college or uni-
versity students 100 (25.9%) and postgraduates 99 (25.9%). Among the
386 respondents, 111 (28.8%) were government employees, 108 (28%)
were private company employees, 58 (15%) were self employees, 47
(12.2%) were businessmen/woman and 6 (1.6%) had other jobs. The
majority of 123 (31.9%) of the respondents had between 3000 and
5999ETB monthly income. The rest 93 (24.1%), 53 (13.7%), and 47
(12.2%) had a monthly income of between 6000-8,999 ETB, 15,000 ETB
and above, and 9,000–14,999 ETB respectively.

5.2. Descriptive statistics

A brief view of the descriptive statistic is conducted based on the
mean and standard deviation scores provided in Table 1. As can be seen
from this table, ‘the need to relax both physically and mentally’ was the
leading (M ¼ 3.49, SD ¼ 1.372) push motive of domestic tourists fol-
lowed by ‘the desire to acquire knowledge about tourist destinations’ (M
¼ 3.40, SD ¼ 1.477). In terms of constructs, ‘knowledge or curiosity’ (M
¼ 3.29, SD ¼ 1.240) was the dominant push motive factor of domestic
tourists followed by family and togetherness (M ¼ 2.76, SD ¼ 0.942).
Most domestic tourists (M ¼ 4.25, SD ¼ 0.905) identified ‘weather or
climate’ condition and ‘cultural heritage sites’ (M¼ 4.14, SD¼ 0.970) as
the major destination attributes that pulled them towards destinations.
From the three explored pull factors ‘cultural heritages’ (M ¼ 4.19, SD ¼
0.802) was the most significant pull factor of domestic tourists followed



Table 1. Factor loadings, Descriptive statistics, and normality measures.

Model constructs and Items FL M SD S K

Push Motivations

1. Knowledge/Curiosity/ 3.29 1.240 -.450 -1.124

PusM1 – The desire to appreciate natural resources .856 3.20 1.461 -.400 -1.232

PusM5 – The need to acquire knowledge about a tourist destinations; .850 3.40 1.477 -.525 -1.130

PusM2 – The interest to visit a place that you have not visited before; .833 3.16 1.433 -.321 -1.268

PusM3 – The wish to experience new and different lifestyles; .788 3.17 1.315 -.272 -1.074

PusM4 – The aspiration to explore cultural resources; .755 3.25 1.323 -.372 -1.000

PusM7 – The need to relax physically and mentally .737 3.49 1.372 -.651 -.773

PusM9 – The demand to find thrills and excitement; .666 3.33 1.396 -.416 -1.120

PusM11 – The longing to reconnect with spiritual roots; .637 3.39 1.438 -.424 -1.142

2. Family and Togetherness (Family T) 2.76 .942 -.252 -1.227

PusM12 – The wish to increase your social interaction; .865 3.02 1.219 -.151 -1.070

PusM14 – The need to visit friends and relatives; .827 3.25 1.323 -.303 -1.046

PusM6 – The desire to be away from home (to be somewhere else); .795 3.22 1.268 -.295 -.965

PusM15 – An increase in your net income .681 3.12 1.431 -.104 -1.324

Pull motivations

1. Cultural Heritages (Cultural H) 4.19 .802 -1.406 1.980

PulM1 – Cultural Heritage sites .819 4.14 .970 -1.330 1.690

PulM7 – Weather/Climate .763 4.25 .905 -1.285 1.460

PulM2 – Safety and security .723 3.96 1.040 -1.124 .937

PulM5 – Traditional Food .664 3.97 1.077 -1.134 .761

PulM6 – Outstanding Scenery .654 3.86 1.049 -.849 .210

2. Events and Festivals (EF) 3.85 1.025 -.687 -.610

PulM10 – Festivals, Events and other Outdoor Activities .824 3.60 1.241 -.594 -.674

PulM9 – shopping facilities/markets .810 3.51 1.200 -.609 -.539

PulM4 – Traditional and Culture arts .778 3.74 1.130 -.612 -.502

3. Natural Heritages (Natural H) 3.70 .903 -1.039 .264

PulM13 – Wild animals, plants and Birds .830 3.90 1.169 -.995 .139

PulM12PulM8 Game Parks and related Entertainments .823 3.77 1.197 -.922 -.017

PulM8 – Beautiful Beaches, Waterfalls, Lakes, Rivers/water
Bodies

.796 3.90 1.166 -.930 .034

Overall Satisfaction

1. Satisfaction on Amenities (Amenity S) 3.72 1.011 -.545 -.565

Sat19 – Availability of local transport to and within tourist attractions .829 3.40 1.255 -.536 -.754

Sat20 – Cleanliness of the site .828 3.46 1.234 -.493 -.690

Sat8 – Services provided by local transport personals to and at the destination .782 3.51 1.142 -.476 -.584

Sat22 – Cleanliness of eating places .779 3.40 1.129 -.418 -.584

Sat11 – Quality of accommodation .773 3.58 1.133 -.495 -.545

Sat17 – Hospitality & services of accommodation staffs .760 3.66 1.168 -.686 -.388

Sat5 – Prices of food and beverages .755 3.47 1.156 -.481 -.580

Sat15 – Public toilets/amenities .748 3.10 1.419 -.088 -1.327

Sat21 – The communication made by the site/destination (Availability of flyers,
pamphlets, or other communication minces

.720 2.92 1.274 -.008 -1.086

Sat4 – Internet connectivity/WIFI/telephone services .577 3.31 1.363 -.371 -1.144

Sat12 – Availability of quality and variety food .576 3.52 1.215 -.605 -.620

2. Satisfaction on Attractions (Attraction S) 3.64 .694 -1.181 1.574

Sat6 – Condition of the destination environment .771 4.08 .955 -1.141 1.207

Sat7 – Safety and security at the destination area .729 4.00 1.012 -1.074 .720

Sat10 – Ambiance/the surrounding/of the destination/site .695 3.92 .986 -.851 .183

Sat16 – Attractiveness of the destination/site/event/ .680 4.09 1.009 -1.193 1.000

3. Satisfaction on Accessibilities(Accessibility S) 3.77 .979 -.758 -.163

Sat3 – Availability of accommodation .797 3.61 1.189 -.730 -.429

Sat2 – Hospitality of the host community at the destination .794 3.77 1.090 -.895 .253

Sat1 – Variety of activities .780 3.42 1.173 -.605 -.639

Willingness to Recommend (Willingness R) 3.99 .892 -1.176 .773

FBI3 – I will speak positive things about this site to others .907 4.02 1.022 -1.085 .739

FBI2 – I hope to visit this site again .907 4.01 .968 -1.148 1.183

FBI1 – I will recommend this site to others .898 4.03 1.024 -1.157 .877

(continued on next page)
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Table 1 (continued )

Model constructs and Items FL M SD S K

Intention to Revisit (Intention R) 3.91 .719 -1.356 2.078

FBI6 – I desire to revisit this destination .859 4.24 .924 -1.430 1.900

FBI4 – I plan to revisit this site .838 4.14 .983 -1.153 .924

FBI5 – I will release positive information on social media .817 4.14 .876 -1.109 1.351

Note: FL- Factor Loading, M-mean, SD- Standard deviation, S- Skewness, K- Kurtosis.
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by events and festivals (M¼ 3.85, SD¼ 1.025) and ‘natural heritages’ (M
¼ 3.70, SD ¼ 0.903). Domestic tourists were highly (M ¼ 4.09, SD ¼
1.009) satisfied with the ‘attractiveness of attractions’. Besides, ‘the
destination environmental condition’ (M¼ 4.08, SD¼ 0.955) and ‘safety
and security of the destination’ (M ¼ 4.00, SD ¼ 1.012) were the other
attributes of the destination that satisfied a large number of domestic
tourists. Comparatively, domestic tourists were more satisfied with at-
tractions or attributes of destinations (M ¼ 3.64, SD ¼ 0.694) next to
accessibilities (M ¼ 3.77, SD ¼ 0.979) and amenities (M ¼ 3.72, SD ¼
1.011). Most domestic tourists were ‘desired to revisit destinations’ (M¼
4.24, SD ¼ 0.924), ‘planning to return’ (M ¼ 4.14, SD ¼ 0.983), and
promised ‘to release positive information via social media’ (M¼ 4.14, SD
¼ 0.876). In general, the destination loyalty scores of domestic tourists
were high that most tourists were willing to return and suggest the
destinations. However, relatively, most tourists were willing to suggest
what they have visited (M ¼ 3.99, SD ¼ 0.892) than to return (M¼ 3.91,
SD ¼ 0. 719) to the same destinations.
5.3. Exploratory factor analysis

An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted before the as-
sessments of the measurement and structural models with the purpose to
reduce dimensions and extract the best possible factors. To measure the
hypothesized model, a total of 59 items were developed based on liter-
ature. Initially, the row data had 15 push and 14 pull motivations, 24
satisfaction, 3 willingness to recommend and 3 revisit intention items.
The analysis was conducted by using SPSS version 20, Principal
Component Analysis (PCA) method of factor analysis; the varimax
orthogonal rotation technique. The PCA was preferred because of its
advantages in increasing interpretability of datasets and minimising in-
formation lose through building uncorrelated new variables that suc-
cessively maximize variance (Jolliffe and Cadima, 2016). The process
brought a relatively refined and moderately correlated 10 component
model with eigenvalues greater than 1 and with coefficients above 0.4.
The model explained 71.142% of the total variance which is above the
widely accepted threshold level of 60% for social studies (Hair et al.,
2014). Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) of the modified ten component model
(0.903) was in the ‘superb’ range according to Field (2009). Moreover,
the significant Bartlett's test of Sphericity X2 (1081) ¼ 11992.647, p <

0.0001 indicated that there are adequate correlations among variables to
proceed.

The ten components were labeled after an extensive literature review,
item loadings (Hair et al., 2014) and the current study understandings.
These components were named as knowledge or pursuit of knowledge,
family and togetherness, cultural heritages, events and festivals, natural
heritages, amenities, attractions, accessibilities, willingness to recom-
mend, and intention to revisit. The factors namely knowledge; and family
and togetherness were the sub-dimensions of the push motivation which
contains items that describe the intrinsic or socio-psychological motives
(Crompton, 1979) of tourists. The other factors which were identified as
cultural heritage, events and festivals and natural heritages were the
sub-dimensions of pull motivation with items that were designed to
measure the cultural motives (Crompton, 1979) of domestic travelers.
The third latent construct in this study was overall satisfaction and rep-
resented by factors labeled as amenities, attractions, and accessibilities.
The last two constructs that play a significant role in tourist behavior
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identification were the willingness to recommend and intention to
revisit.

These components all together explained 71.142% of the total vari-
ances. More specifically, the highest amount of variance was explained
by the construct called amenities and explained 26.149% of the total
variance with the eigenvalue of 12.290. The second highest variance was
explained by knowledge which explained 10.292% of the total variance
with eigenvalue of 4.837. The construct which has explained the third-
highest amount of variance is cultural heritage and explained 7.581%
with 3.563 eigenvalues. The fourth highest variancewas explained by the
construct called family and togetherness which explained 5.513% of the
total variance with Eigenvalue of 2.591. The fifth-highest amount of
variance was explained by the willingness to recommend and explained
5.076% of the total variance with eigenvalues of 2.386. The remaining
five constructs namely attractions, events, and festivals, accessibilities,
intention to revisit, and natural heritages explained 3.847%, 3.651%,
3.358%, 2.940%, and 2.734%, of the total variance respectively. The
eigenvalues of these components were 1.808, 1.716, 1.578, 1.382, and
1.285, respectively (see Table 2). This exploratory section of the research
provides an insight in to the issues of domestic tourists' behavioural in-
tentions, and the next step is checking for the assumptions of SEM and
validating the model through confirmatory factor analysis.
5.4. Missing values, outliers and normality

Researchers are advised to be more vigilant about its assumptions
while conducting SEM (Kline, 2012). Therefore, before moving to the
development of the structural model and hypothesis testing, the major
distribution assumptions of SEM specifically missing values, tests for
outliers or influentials, normality and multicollinearity were assessed.
Only 5 missing values were found after a series observation of the entire
data with the help of MS Excel and were replaced by the arithmetic mean
values as recommended by (Byrne, 2010). Due to the fact that the missing
values were very few and occurred at random in the whole data, plus they
did not surpass 5% which is suggested by Tabachnick & Fidell (2013), it
can be concluded that missing value was not an issue of the data. The
availability of outliers or extreme values more specifically multivariate
outliers was assessed with the help of both Mahalanobis Distance (D2) as
proposed by (Byrne, 2010) and Cook's distance. Then the data was found
free from extreme values. According to the widely accepted rule of
thumbs for outlier detection, the evaluation of results showed no ob-
servations with a Cook's distance of more than 3 times the mean and
there was no Cook's distance value greater than 4/n where ‘n’ stands for
the number of observations (Algur and Biradar, 2017).

Both univariate and multivariate normality of the data were
assessed using skewness and kurtosis values. However, as stated by
DeCarlo (1997) kurtosis affects variance and covariance tests like SEM
while skewness has an influence on tests which bases on means such as
ANOVA. Since SEM is an analysis of variance kurtosis results are used
to examine univariate and multivariate normality. Accordingly, the
positive kurtosis values range from 0.018 to 1.860 and the negative
kurtosis values range from -1.267 to -0.032. Accoutring to West et al.
(1995) kurtosis values equal to or greater than 7 is an indicator of
departure from normality. Therefore, there is no kurtotic item, and
univariate normality is met. Multivariate normality was also assessed
using Critical Ratio (CR) value which represents Mardia's (1970)



Table 2. Mean and standard deviation of components.

Latent Variables Components M SD EV VE α

Push travel motives (PUSM) Knowledge/Curiosity/ 3.29 1.240 4.837 10.292% 0.915

Family and Togetherness 2.76 .942 2.591 5.513% 0.854

Pull travel motives (PULM) Cultural Heritages 4.19 .802 3.563 7.581% 0.826

Events and Festivals 3.85 1.025 1.716 3.651% 0.878

Natural Heritages 3.70 .903 1.285 2.734% 0.868

Overall Satisfaction (Sat) Amenities S 3.72 1.011 12.290 26.149% 0.935

Attractions S 3.64 .694 1.808 3.847% 0.818

Accessibilities S 3.77 .979 1.578 3.358% 0.890

Willingness to Recommend (TBI) Willingness to recommend 3.99 .892 2.386 5.076% 0.931

Intention to Revisit (TBI) Intention to Revisit 3.91 .719 1.382 2.940% 0.853

Note: M-mean, SD- Standard deviation, EV- Eigenvalues, VE – Variance Explained, α- Cronbach's alpha values.
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estimate of multivariate kurtosis (Byrne, 2010). The multivariate
z-statistic is 28.348, which indicates that there is suspicion of multi-
variate non-normality as of the suggestion of Bentler (2005) with
values greater than 5.00 as an indicator of non-normally distributed
data.

On the other hand, the distribution normality of each variable for
each value of every other variable (bivariate normality) was assessed
using skewness and kurtosis. The result indicated that the maximum
values of skewness and kurtosis -1.406 and 2.078 respectively, and these
Figure 2. First order CFA
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values are within the established benchmark of þ/-2 of skewness and
þ/-8 of kurtosis suggested by Curran et al. (1996) and Henly (1993).
Accourding to Kline (2012) multivariate normality is achieved when the
univariate normality and bivariate normality are met and when all
bivariate scatterplots are linear and homoscedastic. Furthermore, the
attainment of univariate normality and absence of outliers contribute to
multivariate normality (Kline, 2012). Therefore, the analysis estimations
based on ML-SEM are tenable.
(Measurement model).
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5.5. Multicollinearity

Multicollinearity occurs when there is a very high correlation be-
tween two or more variables (Byrne, 2016). A number of attempts were
made to check whether the issue of multicollinearity exists in the data set
or not. First, pairwise multicollinearity among variables was assessed
through correlation analysis and found plausible with the maximum
correlation coefficient value of 0.648 which is less than the threshold
0.85 suggested by Kline (2005). Then, a series of multicollinearity
diagnosis analysis were performed and the maximum Variance Inflation
Factors (VIF) which represents the ratio of the total standardized vari-
ance and tolerance was 2.313. This value is extremely less than 10.1
cut-off values suggested by Kline (2005, 2016) that there is no issue of
multicollinearity amongst the variables. Finally, the other measure of
multicollinearity tolerance which indicates the proportion of unique total
standard variance was checked. The tolerance results were greater than
the recommended threshold 0.10 (Kline, 2005, 2016) which confirms the
absence of multicollinearity problems among variables. Therefore, as
confirmed by the three different extreme multicollinearity detection
methods, the ten latent variables of the measurement model were distinct
variables and the data is admissible for further analysis.

5.6. Confirmatory factor analysis

CFA was conducted with the purpose to assess the links between the
latent variables and their measure variables (Byrne, 2010). The CFA was
conducted by using SPSS-AMOS 23 version and found supportive of the
ten component measurement model. As can be seen in the pattern matrix
diagram in Figure 2, each latent construct has a causal effect with three
and more (over-identified) indicator items. In addition since each
measured variable loads on only one construct the hypothesized model is
a congeneric model (Hair et al., 2014). As shown in Figure 2, the stan-
dardized factor loadings of each factor in the measurement model were
greater than 0.69 and all p-values were statistically significant. The CFA
model fit indices suggested that the first-order measurement model with
ten constructs is admissible with fitness indices of X2 (389) ¼ 675.214, p
¼ 0.000, CMIN/DF ¼ 1.736, RMSEA ¼ 0.044, SRMR ¼ 0.0401, CFI ¼
0.960, IFI ¼ 0.960, TLI ¼ 0.952, GFI ¼ 0.901, NFI ¼ 0.911 (Byrne, 2010;
Browne and Cudeck, 1993; Hu and Bentler, 1999; Mulaik et al., 1989;
Bentler, 1992; Wheaton et al., 1977; J€oreskog and S€orbom, 1996).

5.7. Unidimensionality, reliability, and validity of the measurement model

Unidimensionality is the concept in which measured variables (in-
dicators) are explained by only one underlying factor (Hair et al., 2014).
In this study, the constructs in the measurement model were assessed to
check for whether there is a lack of unidimensionality (existence of sig-
nificant cross-loadings) does affect the discriminant and construct
Table 3. Convergent validity.

CR AV

Intention R 0.855 0.6

Amenity 0.893 0.6

Knowledge 0.888 0.7

Cultural H 0.810 0.5

Family T 0.874 0.6

Willingness R 0.931 0.8

Attraction S 0.806 0.5

EF 0.880 0.7

Accessibility S 0.891 0.7

Natural H 0.869 0.6

Note: CR-composite reliability, AVE- Average Variance Extracted, MSV- Maximum Sh
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validity. The constructs were found unidimensional, as evident by the
absence of major cross-loadings among items.

Reliability evaluates how consistently instruments reflect the
construct they are designed to measure (Field, 2009). The internal reli-
ability of the measurement model was examined with the values of
Cronbach's Alpha. As shown in Table 2, all the ten components scored
higher than the widely accepted threshold of 0.7 (Field, 2009; Hair et al.,
2014). The Cronbach's Alpha values of components in this model ranged
from 0.818 for attractions to 0.935 for amenities. The second highest
inter-item reliability was recorded for the factor called knowledge (α ¼
0.915) followed by willingness to recommend (α¼ 0.931), accessibilities
(α ¼ 0.890), events and festivals (α ¼ 0.878), natural heritages (α ¼
0.868), family and togetherness (α ¼ 0.854), intention to revisit (α ¼
0.853), and cultural heritages (α ¼ 0.826). Finally, the overall reliability
of the model (α ¼ 0.935) indicates the strong internal consistency of the
scale. The other reliability measure composite reliability (CR) which
shows the reliability and internal consistency of latent constructs in the
measurement model (Holmes-Smith, 2001) was also assessed. The CR
column in Table 3 revealed that the ten construct factors have superior
composite reliability which is greater than the standard value 0.7 sug-
gested by Hair et al. (2014).

The ability of the measurement model instruments to measure what
they are intended to measure (Field, 2009) was cheeked through validity
tests by using Stats tools Package from MS-Excel. Three types of validity
were applied to examine the validity of the measurement model.
Convergent validity examines the degrees of correlations among two or
more instruments of the same concept (Hair et al., 2014). The mea-
surement model has achieved convergent validity as all item loadings are
statistically significant with magnitudes ranging from 0.688 (Pulm2) to
0.910 (FBI2) (see Figure 2). Convergent validity could also be asserted by
evaluating the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) for each construct. As
can be seen in Table 3, the AVE column is greater than the standard 0.5
suggested by Hair et al. (2014). Therefore, themeasurement model is free
from convergent validity issues or all items were adequately converged to
their respective latent constructs.

Discriminant validity of the measurement model was assessed to
check the extent of difference among two related concepts (Hair et al.,
2014). The distinctiveness of each item was assumed by using three
different ways. First, as the model is free from any major cross-loadings
that as suggested by Hair et al. (2014) the constructs were distinct.
Second, the uniqueness of the constructs in the model was examined by
the correlation matrixes among the constructs. As shown in Table 4, the
maximum correlation between constructs was 0.648 which is lower than
the threshold 0.85 (Ibid). The third way of ascertaining discriminant
validity was by using Fornell and Larcker (1981) concept which com-
pares Average Variance Extracted (AVE) with Maximum Shared Variance
(MSV) and to proof discriminant validity MSV should be lower than AVE
for all constructs. In other words, to satisfy the requirements of Fornell &
E MSV MaxR(H)

62 0.116 0.856

76 0.329 0.895

26 0.085 0.895

90 0.232 0.852

98 0.127 0.883

19 0.116 0.932

82 0.329 0.812

10 0.187 0.883

31 0.305 0.891

88 0.232 0.869

ared Variance, MaxR(H)- McDonald Construct Reliability.



Table 4. Discriminant validity and factor correlation with squared root of AVE on the diagonal.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

(1) Intention R 0.814

(2) Amenity 0.262 0.822

(3) Knowledge 0.087 0.165 0.852

(4) Cultural H 0.304 0.249 0.232 0.768

(5) Family T 0.014 0.251 0.292 0.122 0.836

(6) Willingness R 0.340 0.150 0.088 0.306 0.192 0.905

(7) Attraction S 0.311 0.574 0.153 0.250 0.186 0.332 0.763

(8) EF 0.244 0.404 0.186 0.300 0.357 0.180 0.356 0.842

(9) Accessibility S 0.311 0.552 0.130 0.311 0.161 0.208 0.545 0.294 0.855

(10) Natural H 0.185 0.293 0.278 0.482 0.266 0.141 0.297 0.433 0.258 0.829
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Larcker, each AVE should be compared with its squared correlations with
the other constructs of the model and AVE values should be greater than
squared correlation (Henseler et al., 2015). Connected to this concept, as
shown in Table 3, the MSV values are lower than the values of AVE for
each construct and all AVE values were greater than squared correlations.
Therefore, it can be concluded that the discriminant validity of the
measurement model was established.

The other type of validity of the measurement model checked for is
construct validity. Construct validity measures how actually measured
variables represent the theoretical latent variables they are proposed to
measure (Hair et al., 2014). It was assessed using fitness indexes and
achieved since all fitness indexes have fulfilled the required level (see
Table 5). Thus, the measurement model had adequate construct validity.
Moreover, the absence of convergent and discriminant validity issues and
high construct reliability assures the construct validity of the measure-
ment model.
5.8. Second-order CFA measurement model

Base on theories, evidence from empirical researches and purposes of
the research, components were merged to form second-order confirma-
tory factor analysis. Hence, the two factors designed to measure push
travel motivations namely knowledge and family and togetherness were
merged to form a latent construct named push motives. Similarly, the
three factors formed to assess the pull travel motivations of domestic
tourists that are cultural heritage, natural heritage and events and festi-
vals together formed a new latent variable labeled push motives. Finally,
the three factors assigned to evaluate the overall satisfaction of domestic
tourists to be exact, amenity satisfaction, accessibility satisfaction, and
Table 5. Fitness indices of the structure model.

Indices of fit Indexes Index value

Absolute indices of ft Chi- square (CMIN) 795.690 p-value <0.05
DF ¼ 420

RMSEA 0.048

SRMR 0.0816

Incremental/comparative fit CFI 0.947

TLI 0.942

IFI 0.948

Parsimony fit PNFI 0.808

PGFI 0.746

CMIN/DF 1.895

PCLOSE 0.714

Note: RMSEA ¼ Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, SRMR ¼ Standardised Roo
IFI¼ Incremental Fit Index, PNFI¼ Parsimony Normed Fit Index, PGFI¼ Parsimony G
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attraction satisfaction were combined to form a new latent variable
called overall satisfaction.

As can be seen in Figure 3, the second-order CFA also supported the
measurement model for the five constructs of tourist behavioral in-
dicators. The standardized regression weights were ranged from 0.472
for Push motives -→Knowledge to 0.762 for Overall Satisfaction
–→AttractionS (satisfaction on attractions) and all p-values were statis-
tically significant. Moreover, according to the fit indices the minimum
requirement of the model was achieved with X2 (416) ¼ 742.341, P <

0.0001, CMIN/DF ¼ 1.784, RMSEA ¼ 0.045, SRMR ¼ 0.0515, CFI ¼
0.954, TLI ¼ 0.949 (Byrne, 2010; Browne and Cudeck, 1993; Hu and
Bentler, 1999; Bentler, 1992; Wheaton et al., 1977).

5.9. Structural model and hypothesis testing

Following the cleaning of data and assessment of outliers, missing
values, multivariate and univariate normality, multicollinearity,
construct unidimensionality, measurement model reliability, and val-
idity, and model fitness indices, the proposed relationships among the
five constructs of domestic tourist behavioral indicators were examined.
The hypothesized relationships were tested using the Maximum Likeli-
hood Estimation (MLE) method of SEM. As shown in Table 5, different
fitness indices including absolute, incremental or comparative, and
parsimony fit indices of the measurement model were assessed and found
admissible. The structural model was evidently good with the fitness
index values of X2 (416) ¼ 795.690, p < 0.0001, RMSEA ¼ 0.048, SRMR
¼ 0.0816, CFI ¼ 0.947, TLI ¼ 0.942, IFI ¼ 0.948, PNFI ¼ 0.808, PGFI ¼
0.746, PCLOSE ¼ 0.714 (Byrne, 2006, 2010; Browne and Cudeck, 1993;
Hu and Bentler, 1999; Bentler, 1992; Wheaton et al., 1977; Mulaik et al.,
1989; J€oreskog and S€orbom, 1996).
Acceptable range Sources Remark

P > 0.05 Byrne (2010) Not achieved

<0.05–0.08
0.06

Browne & Cudeck (1993)
Hu and Bentler (1999)

Achieved

<0.10
<0.08

Byrne (2006)
Hu and Bentler (1999)

Achieved

>0.90 Bentler (1992)
Hu & Bentler (1999)

Achieved

>0.90 Hu and Bentler (1999) Achieved

>0.90 Hu and Bentler (1999) Achieved

>0.50 Mulaik et al. (1989) Achieved

>0.50 Mulaik et al. (1989) Achieved

<3 Wheaton et al. (1977) Achieved

>0.50 J€oreskog and S€orbom (1996) Achieved

t Mean square Residual, CFI ¼ Comparative Fit Index, TLI ¼ Tucker-Lewis Index,
oodness-of-Fit Index, CMIN/DF¼ Normed Chi-square, PCLOSE¼ Closeness of fit.



Figure 3. Second-Order CFA measurement model.

Figure 4. Structural model.
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5.10. Direct, indirect and total effects

After successfully performing the validation process of the overall
structural model, the next crucial move was investigating relations
among constructs or testing established hypotheses. Thus, the path dia-
gram of the structure model depicted in Figure 4 illustrates the direct
relationships among travel motivations, tourist overall satisfaction and
behavioral intentions of domestic tourists. The results of the path analysis
revealed that the push travel motivation of domestic tourists positively
and significantly affected their overall satisfaction (β¼ 0.20, t¼ 2.284, p
< 0.05). Thus, the hypothesis (H2) was tested and accepted at a 95%
confidence interval. For hypothesis (H1), the pull travel motives of do-
mestic tourists affected overall satisfaction positively and significantly (β
¼ 0.579, t ¼ 7.050, p < 0.01) at 0.01 significance level and the hy-
pothesis was accepted. As shown in Table 6, the willingness to recom-
mend was positively influenced by pull travel motivations of domestic
tourists (β ¼ 0.213, t ¼ 2.255, p < 0.01) and the hypothesis (H4) was
accepted. Domestic tourists' intention to revisit a destination was posi-
tively influenced by their pull travel motivations (β ¼ 0.245, t ¼ 2.552, p
< 0.05) and therefore the proposed hypothesis (H3) was accepted. The
overall satisfaction of domestic tourists positively affected their in-
tentions to revisit the destination (β¼ 0.282, t¼ 2.978, p< 0.01) and the
proposed hypothesis (H7) was accepted.

However, the hypothesis (H8) with the direct effect of domestic
tourists' overall satisfaction on their willingness to recommend was not
supported (β ¼ 0.139, t ¼ 1.508, p > 0.05). The other hypothesis (H6),
that declares the influence of push travel motivation on tourists' will-
ingness to recommendwas not supported (β¼ 0.124, t¼ 1.483, p> 0.05)
in this behavioral model of domestic tourism. Although not statistically
strong, the new and somehow unexpected finding of this research is on
the relation between push motivation of domestic tourists and their
intention to revisit which was negative and significant (β ¼ -0.148, t ¼
-1.739, p < 0.1) with 90% confidence level and the hypothesis (H5) was
not accepted.

The other part of the proposed relations among constructs, the indi-
rect relations, was also assessed. The hypothesized model was tested for
mediation of overall satisfaction in the relationships between push and
pull motivations (travel motivations) and tourists' willingness to recom-
mend and intention to revisit (tourist behavioral intentions). The most
widely recommended (Preacher and Hayes, 2008; Gaskin, 2019) boot-
strapping method was applied to check the existence of mediation. Ac-
cording to Preacher and Hayes (2004), if zero lies between the interval
range of upper bounds and lower bounds, we do not reject the null hy-
pothesis that claims the absence of significant mediation. On the other
Table 6. Direct, indirect and total effects of the structural model.

Independent variables
(Exogenous variables)

Dependent variables (Endogenous variables)

Overall Satisfaction p-value Willingn

Push Travel Motives

Direct effect .200 .022 .124

Indirect effect N.A. N.A. .028

Total effect .200 .067 .151

Pull Travel Motives

Direct effect .579 *** .213

Indirect effect N.A. N.A. .080

Total effect .579 .004 .293

Overall Satisfaction

Direct effect N.A. N.A. .139

Indirect effect N.A. N.A. N.A.

Total effect N.A. N.A. .139

*** - p < 0.001; N.A. – Not Available.
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hand, if zero does not occur between the lower bounds and upper bounds
interval range, there is a significant indirect effect or mediation.

Due to the fact that zero was fallen between the estimated lower
(-0.015) and upper (0.117) bounds the indirect effect of push travel
motivation on willingness to recommend through overall satisfactionwas
not statistically significant (β ¼ 0.028, p > 0.05). Therefore, the medi-
ating role of overall satisfaction was not observed in this study and the
hypothesis (H10) was not supported. Like the direct and indirect effects,
the total effect was also not significant at estimated coefficients of (β ¼
0.151, p > 0.05). Similarly, overall satisfaction would not mediate the
relationship between pull travel motives and willingness to recommend
with the occurrence of the null hypothesis zero between the lower
(-0.066) and upper (0.229) bounds. Consequently, the indirect effect of
pull motives on willingness to recommend was statistically not signifi-
cant at estimated values (β ¼ 0.080, p > 0.05) and the hypothesis (H12)
was not supported. However, the estimated total effect (β ¼ 0.293, p <

0.05) was significant at a 95% confidence level.
On the other hand, following the absence of zero between the lower

(0.004) and upper (0.172) bounds overall satisfaction mediated the
relationship between push motivation and intention to revisit albeit with
a 90% confidence level. Hence, the indirect effect was statistically sig-
nificant (β ¼ 0.056, p < 0.065) and the proposed hypothesis (H9) were
supported. As a result, the total effect remains statistically insignificant (β
¼ -0.092, p > 0.05). The indirect effect of pull travel motives on revisit
intention through overall satisfaction was estimated to lie between 0.015
and 0.364 lower and upper bounds respectively. Based on the same
theory of the existence or absence of zero between the upper and lower
bounds, the indirect effect (β ¼ 0.163, p < 0.05) was statistically sig-
nificant. Subsequently, the total effect remains significant (β¼ 0.408, p<

0.05). Thus, the anticipated hypothesis (H11) in this domestic tourism
behavioral model was accepted.

Following the existence of statistically significant indirect relations in
the model, the type of mediation was detected by comparing the effects
of the exogenous variables on endogenous variables after and before
mediation is involved. Accordingly, the mediating role of satisfaction in
the relationship between pull travel motivations and intentions to revisit
and between push travel motives and intention to revisit was found to be
partial (see Table 6). Therefore, the overall satisfaction in this domestic
tourism behavioral model was identified as a partial mediator.

6. Discussions

One of themajor findings of this study is the amount of variance in the
dependent latent variable explained by predictor variables. The total
variance in the latent variable explained by the predictor variables is
ess to recommend p-value Intention to revisit p-value

.138 -.148 .082

.154 .056 .063

.108 -.092 .307

.024 .245 .011

.272 .163 .031

.003 .408 .002

.133 .282 .003

N.A. N.A. N.A.

.324 .282 .052
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expressed with Squared Multiple Correlation (SMC equivalent to R2)
which is a statistic independent of all units of measurement (Byrne,
2010). As shown in the structural model Figure 4, with the R2 value of
0.37, 37% of the variance associated with Overall Satisfaction is
accounted for by its two predictors namely Push Motives and Pull Mo-
tives. Likewise, the three predictor variables specifically Overall Satis-
faction, Push Motives and Pull Motives collectively explained 12% (R2 ¼
0.12) of the variance in the variable willingness to recommend. Finally,
22% (R2 ¼ 0.22) of the variance connected with the intention to revisit is
described by its three predictors exclusively Overall Satisfaction, Push
Motives, and Pull Motives. This indicates that the hypothesised model
explains only limited portions of post-visit behavioural intentions of local
visitors. Therefore, future research should incorporate additional pre-
dictors of local visitors' behavioural intentions.

The result obtained through MLE method of SEM analysis revealed
that the push travel motivation of domestic tourists determines their
overall satisfaction in their experiences at destination sites. This result
implies that the socio-psychological forces that caused travel to have a
significant impact on the overall satisfaction of domestic tourists. This
result is in agreement with previous tourism studies that suggested the
influence of intrinsic motivations on tourist satisfaction (Suardana et al.,
2014; Lee and Hsu, 2013; Battour et al., 2012; Khuong and Ha, 2014).
Moreover, the relationship between pull travel motivation of domestic
tourists and their overall satisfaction has been confirmed by the struc-
tural analysis of the designed behavioral model. This finding strengthens
past investigations conducted by Suardana et al. (2014); Khuong & Ha
(2014); Battour et al. (2012); Vinh (2013).

The other major finding in this study was that the direct positive ef-
fect of pull motivation of domestic tourists on both indicators of tourist
behavioral intentions (i.e., intention to revisit and willingness to
recommend). This finding supported the conclusions made in previous
studies (Battour et al., 2012; Khuong and Ha, 2014; Um et al., 2006)
which has confirmed the power of destination attributes to influence
destination loyalty. However, the direct influence of push travel moti-
vations on both parts of tourist behavioral indicators could not be
affirmed in this domestic tourism behavioral model. A similar finding
was also witnessed in other empirical studies (Suardana et al., 2014;
Huang and Hsu, 2009).

The most frequently studied tourist behavioral construct is overall
satisfaction and satisfaction as a determinant of destination loyalty or
tourist behavioral intentions. The relationship between these variables
was also examined in this study and the result revealed that overall
satisfaction strongly and positively influenced their revisit intention but
not their willingness to suggest destinations. This means the more do-
mestic tourists are satisfied, the better their interest to revisit the same
destination. This particular finding corroborated past tourism studies
(Khuong and Ha, 2014; Suardana et al., 2014; Kim, 2008; Battour et al.,
2012; Prayag and Ryan, 2012; Huang and Hsu, 2009; Lee and Hsu, 2013;
Ramseook-Munhurrun et al., 2015; Yoon and Uysal, 2005; Hui et al.,
2007). Nevertheless, the relationship between overall satisfaction and
recommendation intention remain unsupported in this study and satis-
fied domestic tourists are more likely to return to the destination than to
suggest it to their friends and family. This finding reminds the notion that
satisfaction does not always guarantee loyalty (Mittal and Lassar, 1998)
as customers' demand may change eventually. Moreover, satisfaction
may not be enough (Oliver, 1999) or may not be the only predictor of
customer loyalty. Beyond this recommendation intention alone cannot
serve as a single predictor of customers' future loyalty behavior (Kei-
ningham et al., 2007). Therefore, since overall satisfaction has a signif-
icant influence on the other part of tourist behavioral intention, repeat
visitation intention, the general hypothesis about the relationship be-
tween overall satisfaction and destination loyalty verified in different
studies (Vinh, 2013; Lee, 2009; Battour et al., 2012; Prayag and Ryan,
2012; Yoon and Uysal, 2005) was partly accepted in this behavioural
model.
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The designed domestic tourism behavioral model also assessed the
indirect relationship between the independent variables (push and pull
motives) and dependent variables (intention to revisit and willingness to
recommend) through the mediating variable (overall satisfaction). The
mediating role of satisfaction in the relationships between push moti-
vations and revisit intentions of domestic tourists was approved. This
finding was in line with the claims of previous studies (Lee and Hsu,
2013; Lee, 2009; Khuong and Ha, 2014; Suardana et al., 2014; Yoon and
Uysal, 2005). Overall satisfaction has also significantly mediated the
relationship between pull motivation of domestic tourists and their
revisit intention which strengthened prior study findings (Khuong and
Ha, 2014; Battour et al., 2012). Nonetheless, overall domestic tourist
satisfaction was evidenced as a partial mediator in the relationship be-
tween travel motivations and tourist revisit intention. On the other hand,
the mediation of overall satisfaction in the relationships between travel
motivations (push and pull) and tourists' recommendation intention was
not supported in this particular study. This finding contradicts prior
studies (Battour et al., 2012; Suardana et al., 2014) which claimed the
mediating role of satisfaction between motivation and loyalty in general.

To summarise, this study suggests that pull travel motivation factors
or cultural motives are the major antecedents of satisfaction, revisit in-
tentions and recommendation readiness of domestic tourists. In this
study satisfaction positively significantly predicted revisit intention but
not willing to recommend. On the other hand, pull travel motivation
strongly and positively influenced willingness to recommend and revisit
intentions. Therefore, it can be concluded that the attributes of destina-
tions are the most critical elements that control domestic tourists' satis-
faction on their travel experiences and their destination loyalty. It could
also be said that domestic tourists' behavioral intentions were strongly
influenced by extrinsic motives than their intrinsic motives and overall
satisfaction. This empirical finding is in harmony with a prior study (Um
et al., 2006) in the cases of international pleasure tourists in Hong Kong
(see Table 7).

6.1. Theoretical implications

The findings of this study confirm the logicality of push and pull
travel motivation constructs for predicting satisfaction and post-visit
behaviors of tourists as recommended by (Suardana et al., 2014; Kim,
2008; Yoon and Uysal, 2005; Khuong and Ha, 2014; Battour et al., 2012).
However, in the case of this domestic tourism study, pull travel moti-
vation is the strongest construct influencing overall satisfaction, revisit
and recommendation intentions. This is maybe due to the fact that the
existence of the destination attributes is the main reason for their travel
to the destinations. The other independent variable push travel motiva-
tion has a positive relationship with overall satisfaction but not with the
tourist behavioral intentions. One of the new findings of this study is the
occurrence of a negative relationship between push motivation and
intention to revisit domestic tourists albeit not significant and initiates
further studies on the interaction among the constructs. Moreover, this
study provided empirical support by identifying the push and pull
motivation factors of Ethiopians who travel domestically.

The positive relation of overall satisfaction with the intention to
revisit is not surprising, as it supports the loyalty theory and empirical
findings (Prayag and Ryan, 2012; Battour et al., 2012; Khuong and Ha,
2014). However, in this study, a weak relationship was observed between
overall satisfaction and willingness to recommend the destination con-
structs. This weak relation may be caused by different reasons 1) poor
recommendation habit of domestic tourists via word of mouth or other
social media, 2) familiarity of tourist destinations in the country, 3)
personal and religious reasons. This satisfaction-recommendation fallacy
is the other new finding of this research and initiates further in-
vestigations on domestic tourism.

This study also supported the mediating role of overall satisfaction in
the relationship between push and pull motivations and future behav-
ioral intentions particularly revisit intention. However, the mediating



Table 7. Summary of results of the direct relationships among constructs.

Hypothesis The path Beta
Estimate

S.E. C.R. P Remark

H1 OSatisfaction ← Pull_Motives .579 .105 6.985 *** Supported

H2 OSatisfaction ← Push_Motives .200 .105 2.284 .022 Supported

H3 IntentionR ← Pull_Motives .288 .126 2.995 .003 Supported

H4 WillingnessR ← Pull_Motives .261 .146 2.755 .006 Supported

H5 IntentionR ← Push_Motives -.142 .104 -1.696 .090 Not
Supported

H6 WillingnessR ← Push_Motives .067 .118 .835 .404 Not
Supported

H7 IntentionR ← OSatisfaction .265 .097 2.815 .005 Supported

H8 WillingnessR ← OSatisfaction .146 .112 1.590 .112 Not
Supported

***p < 0.001, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1.
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role of overall satisfaction was limited to partial mediation. This implies
that the direct relations are stronger than the indirect relations which
may be caused by the strong attachment of domestic tourists with des-
tinations. Since tourists are visiting their own country, their satisfaction
level may not be the only determinant of their future behavior. Even
some travels such as educational tour, travel for research, conference,
and religious fulfillment might probably be independent of their previous
satisfaction levels.

The two constructs that represent post-visit behaviour of tourists
namely revisit and recommend intentions were considered and measured
as a single construct and named as destination loyalty or behavioral
intention in previous studies (Yoon and Uysal, 2005; Lee, 2009; Suardana
et al., 2014; Kim, 2008; Battour et al., 2012). However, in this study, they
were examined independently at a construct level after confirming the
discriminant validity and multicollinearity issues. The findings further
confirm the distinctiveness of these constructs and that a one who is
willing to recommendmay not be interested to revisit and vies versa. This
shows that the two forms of behavioral intentions are distinct and should
be assessed separately in order to better understand tourists' post-visit
behaviors and predict demands. At last, the empirical findings of this
study provide plausible evidence that the structural equation model
designed to measure the relationships among domestic tourists' push and
pull travel motivations, satisfaction, and tourist behavioral intentions
simultaneously was admissible.
6.2. Managerial implications

In the exploratory section of this study, two push and three pull major
motivational factors of domestic tourists were identified. Therefore, in
order to appeal to the socio-physiological and cultural forces of travel,
destination managers and marketers should consider the actual in-
ferences of those motivational components in their decision makings as
they can determine the overall satisfaction and post-visit behavior of
domestic tourists. Moreover, in the proposed behavioral model, it has
been clearly observed that pull travel motivation factors (attractions,
accessibilities, and amenities) were the major determinants of domestic
tourists' overall satisfaction and behavioral intentions. Therefore, in
order to improve the satisfaction of domestic tourists with their visitation
experiences and to advance their revisit and recommendation intentions,
destinationmanagers must focus on the development and conservation of
cultural and natural attractions; improvement of transportation facilities;
development of various facilities and activities. Destination marketers
should also understand the cultural motivation forces of domestic tourists
and carefully produce and deliver promotional packages to potential
travelers.

Destination managers should also focus on the internal motivation
factors of domestic tourists and consider its positive relationship with
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satisfaction. Besides, since overall satisfaction is one of the major pre-
dictors of domestic visitors revisit intention, destinationmanagers should
try to achieve maximum satisfaction through delivering quality services,
fulfilling ancillary services, introducing appealing activities, and pre-
serving the originality of heritages. In addition, the relationship between
satisfaction and recommendation was found weak and insignificant that
destination managers should study the detail characteristics of domestic
tourists and find ways to strengthen the connections between the con-
structs. The results of this study have shown more resemblance to do-
mestic tourism behavioral studies conducted earlier than international
tourism. This strengthens the notion that domestic tourism is a distinct
niche market with its own unique characteristics. Thus, destination
managers are advised to design a typical tourism development policies
and strategies to enhance its development and boost its contribution to
the economy of the country at large. Lastly, this study asserts the general
theory of ‘customer loyalty’ and the plausibility of applying it to the
domestic form of tourism. Therefore, destination managers and mar-
keters may estimate the role of push and pull motivation factors on
determining their demand, satisfaction and post-visit behavior of do-
mestic tourists. Moreover, it is essential to consider the causal relation-
ship of motivations, satisfaction and tourist behavioral intentions in the
development of domestic tourism policies, strategies, and decision
makings.

7. Conclusion

Developing domestic tourism is essential for its dynamic economic,
socio-cultural and political reimbursement (Mazimhaka, 2007). The
stepping stone to the advanced development of domestic tourism lies in
distinguishing tourists' motivations, satisfaction, behavioral intentions,
and their interrelationships. However, there are very few studies that
examined the relationships between the aforementioned constructs
structurally in the context of domestic tourists. Moreover, most past
studies evaluated travel motivation of tourists through either push or pull
motives (Huang and Hsu, 2009; Lee and Hsu, 2013) and conclude about
destination loyalty based on either of the two tourist behavioral intents
(Khuong and Ha, 2014; Huang and Hsu, 2009). Hence, in this empirical
study, causal relationships among motivations (push and pull), overall
satisfaction and behavioral intentions (recommend and revisit) of do-
mestic tourists in Ethiopia were structurally examined after developing
and validating domestic tourism behavioural model usingMLEmethod of
SEM.

The exploratory section of this study has brought with two major
socio-psychological driving forces of domestic travelers namely knowl-
edge and family and togetherness. Moreover, the cultural factors of do-
mestic travelers were identified as natural heritage, cultural heritage and,
events and festivals. The CFA supported the adequacy of the data for the
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hypothesized measurement model with the strong loading of each indi-
cator on its respective latent constructs and acceptable fit indices values.
Prior to conducting SEM, all the assumptions particularly, missing values,
outliers, normality, multicollinearity, unidimensionality were checked
and the data was found feasible for further analysis. Besides, the extent of
how items come together under each component and the distinctiveness
of components have been confirmed throughmeasures of convergent and
discriminant validity respectively. Moreover, both the designed mea-
surement model and the structural model were checked for their fitness
and found relatively fitted to the data.

The path analysis of the designed behavioral model indicated that
push travel motivation has a direct positive effect on overall satisfaction.
In this regard, an improvement in the socio-psychological drives leads to
better satisfaction with domestic tourists. However, the influence of push
travel motivation on the post-visit behavioral variables couldn't be
significantly proved. Based on this behavioral model for domestic
tourism the intrinsic forces of tourists that desire them to travel do not
assure their future behavioral intentions. On the contrary, pull motiva-
tion of domestic tourists has shown a positive direct influence on their
overall satisfaction, willingness to recommend and intention to revisit.
This implies that in the case of domestic tourism, pull motives but not
push motives are the most important predictors of overall satisfaction
and future behavioral intentions. Whenever the pull travel motives
(destination attributes) get superior, it enhances the overall satisfaction,
intentions to return and suggest of domestic tourists. In other words, it
could be concluded that the stronger pull travel motivations domestic
tourists have, the higher degree of overall satisfaction, recommendation
willingness and revisit intention to the destinations.

With regards to the relationships between overall satisfaction and
tourist behavioral intentions, only its relationship with the return
intention was supported significantly. Its relation with the other indica-
tor of tourists' post-visit behavior, willingness to recommend was still
positive but not significant. Therefore, it is possible to draw a conclusion
that satisfied domestic tourists are more likely to revisit the destination
than recommend it to others. The structural model also supported the
indirect effect of push and pull motives on domestic tourists' revisits
intention through their overall satisfaction albeit partially. However, in
this study, overall satisfaction did not mediate the interaction of push and
pull travel motivations with the willingness to recommend. Therefore,
overall satisfaction only partly mediated the relationships between travel
motivations and tourist behavioral intentions.

Finally, with regards to motivation-→satisfaction -→ tourist behav-
ioral intentions sequential relationships suggested by prior researches,
the structural analysis of interrelationships among the constructs as a
whole supports the model. However, it is theoretically important to be
cautious about the last link and indirect relationships. Following the
observed differences between the findings of this study and some prior
studies conducted on international tourists, it is probably essential to
think about different policies and strategies for domestic tourism.
7.1. Limitations and future studies

Although all the analysis processes were performed serially and the
findings are genuine, the study is not free from limitations. This study
was conducted based on cross-sectional data collected from randomly
sampled 386 domestic visitors from four destinations over a one-year
period to examine the behavioural model of domestic tourists. Hence,
the model can be rigorously improved through incorporating tourist data
for multiple years from vast destination points. The model was fit with all
goodness of fit measures; nevertheless the predicting variables did not
efficiently explain tourist behavioral intentions. Therefore, extending
this behavioral model by including additional predictors such as desti-
nation image, perceived quality, place attachment, and perceived value
will help to thoroughly understand domestic tourists' behavioral
intentions.
15
Declarations

Author contribution statement

B.E. Bayih and A. Singh: Conceived and designed the experiments;
Performed the experiments; Analyzed and interpreted the data;
Contributed reagents, materials, analysis tools or data; Wrote the paper.

Funding statement

This research did not receive any specific grant from funding agencies
in the public, commercial, or not-for-profit sectors.

Competing interest statement

The authors declare no conflict of interest.

Additional information

No additional information is available for this paper.

Acknowledgements

The authors would like to express the deepest appreciation to coop-
erative brothers and sisters who facilitated the data collection process in
the four data collection sites.

References

Aaker, D.A., Day, G.S., 1986. The perils of high-growth markets. Strat. Manag. J. 7 (5),
409–421.

Albughuli, M., 2011. Exploring Motivations and Values for Domestic Travel from an
Islamic and Arab Standpoint: the Case of Saudi Arabia. Waterloo, Ontario, Canada.

Alegre, J., Cladera, M., 2009. Analysing the effect of satisfaction and previous visits on
tourist intentions to return. Eur. J. Market. 43 (5/6), 670–685.

Algur, S.P., Biradar, J.G., 2017. Cooks distance and Mahanabolis distance outlier
detection methods to identify review Spam. Int. J. Eng. Comput. Sci. 6 (6),
21638–21649.

Baker, D.A., Crompton, J.L., 2000. Quality, satisfaction, and behavioural intentions. Ann.
Tourism Res. 27 (3), 785–804.

Baloglu, S., Uysal, M., 1996. Market segments of push and pull motivations: a canonical
correlation approach. Int. J. Contemp. Hospit. Manag. 8 (3), 32–38.

Baniya, R., Paudel, K., 2016. An analysis of push and pull travel motivations of domestic
tourists in Nepal. J. Manag. Develop. Stud. 27, 16–30.

Battour, M.M., Battor, M.M., Ismail, M., 2012. The mediating role of tourist satisfaction: a
study of Muslim tourists in Malaysia. J. Trav. Tourism Market. 29 (3), 279–297.

Bayih, B.E., 2018. Potentials and challenges of religious tourism development in Lalibela,
Ethiopia. Afr. J. Hospit. Tourism Leisure 7 (4).

Bayih, B.E., Singh, A., 2020. Exploring domestic tourism in Ethiopia: trends, prospects,
promotional marketing, and challenges. Int. J. Recent Technol. Eng. 8 (6),
2675–2688.

Beard, J.G., Ragheb, M.G., 1980. Measuring leisure satisfaction. J. Leisure Res. 12 (1),
20–33.

Bentler, P.M., 1992. On the fit of models to covariances and methodology to the Bulletin.
Psychol. Bull. 112 (3), 400.

Bentler, P.M., 2005. EQS 6 Structural Equations Program Manual. Multivariate Software,
Encino, CA.

Bigano, A., Hamilton, J.M., Lau, M., Tol, R.S., Zhou, Y., 2007. A global database of
domestic and international tourist numbers at national and subnational level. Int. J.
Tourism Res. 9 (3), 147–174.

Bigne, J.E., S�anchez, M.I., S�anchez, J., 2001. Tourism image, evaluation variables and
after purchase behavior: Interrelationship. Tourism Manag. 22 (6), 607–616.

Bogari, N.B., Crowther, G., Marr, N., 2003. Motivation for domestic tourism: a case study
of the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. Tourism Anal. 8 (2), 137–141.

Browne, M.W., Cudeck, R., 1993. Alternative ways of assessing model ft. In: Bollen, K.A.,
Long, J.S. (Eds.), Testing structural equation models (136–162). Sage, Newbury Park,
CA.

Bui, H.T., Jolliffe, L., 2011. Vietnamese Domestic Tourism: An Investigation of Travel
Motivations. Aus. J. South-East Asian Stud. 4 (1), 10–29. In press.

Byrne, B.M., 2006. Structural equation Modeling with EQS: Basic concepts, Applications,
and Programming, second ed. Erlbaum, Mahwah, NJ.

Byrne, B.M., 2010. Structural Equation Modeling with Amos. Taylor & Francis Group,
New York, NY.

Byrne, B.M., 2016. Structural equation Modeling with Amos: Basic concepts,
Applications, and Programming, third ed. Taylor & Francis Routledge, New York, NY.

Cai, L.A., Wu, B., Bai, B., 2004. Destination image and loyalty. Tourism Rev. Int. 7 (3/4),
153–162.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/optkZm7kykJtk
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/optkZm7kykJtk
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/optkZm7kykJtk
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/optCa6NbYtFQQ
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/optCa6NbYtFQQ
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/optCa6NbYtFQQ
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/optCa6NbYtFQQ
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref21


B.E. Bayih, A. Singh Heliyon 6 (2020) e04839
Canavan, B., 2016. Identification, motivation, and facilitation of domestic tourism in a
small island. Scand. J. Hospit. Tourism 16 (4), 512–527.

Canny, I.U., 2012. Service quality, tourist satisfaction and future behavioural intentions
on culture heritage tourism: an empirical study of domestic local tourist at borobudur
temple. In: The 3rd International Conference on Business, Economics and Tourism
Management, 50, pp. 89–97. http://ssrn.com/abstract¼2253156.

Chen, C.-F., Chen, F.-S., 2010. Experience quality, perceived value, satisfaction and
behavioral intentions for heritage tourists. Tourism Manag. 31 (1), 29–35.

Chen, C., Tsai, D., 2007. How destination image and evaluative factors affect behavioural
intentions? Tourism Manag. 28 (4), 1115–1122.

Cole, S.T., Crompton, J.L., 2003. A conceptualization of the relationships between service
quality and visitor satisfaction, and their links to destination selection. Leisure Stud.
22 (1), 65–80.

Cole, S.T., Crompton, J.L., Willson, V.L., 2002. An empirical investigation of the
relationships between service quality, satisfaction and behavioural intentions among
tourists to a wildlife refuge. J. Leisure Res. 34 (1), 1–24.

Crompton, J.L., 1979. Motivations for pleasure vacation. Ann. Tourism Res. 6 (4),
408–424.

Curran, P.J., West, S.G., Finch, J.F., 1996. The robustness of test statistics to nonnormality
and specification error in confirmatory factor analysis. Psychol. Methods 1 (1), 16.

Dann, G.M., 1977. Anomie, ego-enhancement and tourism. Ann. Tourism Res. 4 (4),
184–194.

DeCarlo, L.T., 1997. On the meaning and use of kurtosis. Psychol. Methods 2 (3), 292.
Do Valle, P.O., Silva, J.A., Mendes, J., Guerreiro, M., 2006. Tourist satisfaction and

destination loyalty intention: a structural and categorical analysis. IJBSAM 1 (1),
25–44.

Eijgelaar, E., Peeters, P., Piket, P., 2008. Domestic and international tourism in a
globalized world. In: Documento Presentado En Research Committee RC50l
International Sociological Association Jaipur, Rajasthan, India, Noviembre, 24–26.

El-Gohary, H., 2012. Factors affecting E-Marketing adoption and implementation in
tourism firms: an empirical investigation of Egyptian small tourism organisations.
Tourism Manag. 33 (5), 1256–1269.

Elgammal, I., Ghanem, M.M., 2016. Youth week of the Egyptian Universities: an
opportunity for promoting domestic tourism. J. Facul. Tourism Hotels 10 (2/2).
Fayoum University.

Ephrem, A., 2012. Enhancing Domestic Tourism Development: the Case of Aksum,
Northern Ethiopia. Addis Ababa University, Ethiopia. http://localhost:80/xmlui/han
dle/123456789/10188.

Field, A., 2009. Discovering Statistics Using Spss, third ed. SAGE Publications Ltd, New
Delhi.

Fodness, D., 1994. Measuring tourist motivation. Ann. Tourism Res. 21 (3), 555–581.
Fornell, C., Larcker, D.F., 1981. Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable

variables and measurement error. J. Market. Res. 18 (1), 39–50.
Gaskin, J., 2019. “SEM speed run”, Gaskination's statistics. http://youtube.com/Gaskinat

ion.
Gedecho, E.K., 2014. Challenges of religious tourism development: the case of Gishen

Mariam, Ethiopia. Am. J. Tourism Res. 3 (2), 42–57.
Ghimire, K.B., 2001. The growth of national and regional tourism in developing

countries: an overview. In: Ghimire, K. (Ed.), The Native Tourist: Mass Tourism
within Developing Countries. Earthscan, London.

Hair Jr., J.F., Black, W.C., Babin, B.J., Anderson, R.E., 2014. Multivariate Data Analysis,
seventh ed. Pearson Education Limited, United States of America.

Hassan, M.M., Shahnewaz, M., 2014. Measuring tourist service satisfaction at destination:
a case study of Cox’s Bazar sea beach, Bangladesh. Am. J. Tourism Manag. 3 (1),
32–43.

Henly, S.J., 1993. Robustness of some estimators for the analysis of covariance structures.
Br. J. Math. Stat. Psychol. 46 (2), 313–338.

Henseler, J., Ringle, C.M., Sarstedt, M., 2015. A new criterion for assessing discriminant
validity in variance-based structural equation modeling. J. Acad. Market. Sci. 43 (1),
115–135.

Herle, F.-A., 2018. The impact of destination image on tourists’ satisfaction and loyalty in
the context of domestic tourism. Market.– Inf. Decis. J. 1 (2), 14–26.

Holmes-Smith, P., 2001. Introduction to Structural Equation Modeling Using LISREL.
ACSPRI- Winter training program, Perth.

Hsieh, W.C., 2012. A study of tourists on attraction, service quality, perceived value and
behavioral intention in the penghu ocean firework festival. J. Int. Manag. Stud. 7 (2).
October 2012.

Hu, L., Bentler, P.M., 1999. Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis:
conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Struct. Equ. Model.: Multidiscipl. J. 6
(1), 1–55.

Huang, S., Hsu, C.H., 2009. Effects of travel motivation, past experience, perceived
constraint, and attitude on revisit intention. J. Trav. Res. 48 (1), 29–44.

Hui, T.K., Wan, D., Ho, A., 2007. Tourists’ satisfaction, recommendation and revisiting
Singapore. Tourism Manag. 28 (4), 965–975.

International Genealogical Index (IGI) Global, 1988. What is Travel Motivation. Retrieved
from: https://www.igi-global.com/dictionary/modeling-tourists-opinions-using-ridit
-analysis/57371.

Jolliffe, I.T., Cadima, J., 2016. Principal component analysis: a review and recent
developments. Phil. Trans. Math. Phys. Eng. Sci. 374 (2065), 20150202.

J€oreskog, K.G., S€orbom, D., 1996. LISREL 8: User’s Reference Guide. Scientific Software
International, Chicago.

Kanagaraj, C., Bindu, T., 2013. An analysis of push and pull travel motivations of
domestic tourists to Kerala. Int. J. Manag. Bus. Stud. 3 (2), 112–118.

Kao, M.C., Patterson, I., Scott, N., Li, C.K., 2008. Motivations and satisfactions of
Taiwanese tourists who visit Australia: an exploratory study. J. Trav. Tourism
Market. 24 (1), 17–33.
16
Keiningham, T.L., Cooil, B., Aksoy, L., Andreassen, T.W., Weiner, J., 2007. The value of
different customer satisfaction and loyalty metrics in predicting customer retention,
recommendation, and share-of-wallet. Manag. Serv. Qual.: Int. J. 17 (4), 361–384.

Khuong, M.N., Ha, H.T.T., 2014. The influences of push and pull factors on the
international leisure tourists’ return intention to Ho Chi Minh city, Vietnam–A
mediation analysis of destination satisfaction. Int. J. Trade Econom. Fin. 5 (6), 490.

Kim, K., 2008. Analysis of structural equation model for the student pleasure travel
market: motivation, involvement, satisfaction, and destination loyalty. J. Trav.
Tourism Market. 24 (4), 297–313.

Kim, S.S., Lee, C., Klenosky, D.B., 2003. The influence of push and pull factors at Korean
national parks. Tourism Manag. 24 (2), 169–180.

Klenosky, D.B., 2002. The “pull” of tourism destinations: a means-end investigation.
J. Trav. Res. 40 (4), 396–403.

Kline, R.B., 2005. Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modeling, second ed. The
Guilford Press, New York.

Kline, R.B., 2012. Assumptions in structural equation modeling. In: Hoyle, R.H. (Ed.),
Handbook of Structural equation modeling. The Guilford Press, New York, NY, US,
pp. 111–125.

Kline, R.B., 2016. Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modeling, fourth ed. The
Guilford Press, New York.

Kotler, Bowen, Make, 2014. Marketing for Hospitality and Tourism. Pearson Education
Limited, USA.

Kozak, M., 2002. Comparative analysis of tourist motivations by nationality and
destinations. Tourism Manag. 23 (3), 221–232.

Kozak, M., Rimmington, M., 2000. Tourist satisfaction with Mallorca Spain as an off-
season holiday destination. J. Trav. Res. 38, 260–269.

Kwenye, J.M., Freimund, W., 2016. Domestic tourists’ loyalty to a local natural tourist
setting: examining predictors from relational and transactional perspectives using a
Zambian context. Tourism Manag. Perspect. 20, 161–173.

Lee, T.H., 2007. Ecotourism behavioral model of national forest recreation areas in
Taiwan. Int. For. Rev. 9 (3), 771–785.

Lee, T.H., 2009. A structural model to examine how destination image, attitude, and
motivation affect the future behavior of tourists. Leisure Sci. 31 (3), 215–236.

Lee, T.H., Hsu, F.Y., 2013. Examining how attending motivation and satisfaction affects
the loyalty for attendees at aboriginal festivals. Int. J. Tourism Res. 15 (1), 18–34.

Lee, C.K., Yoon, Y.S., Lee, S.K., 2007. Investigating the relationships among perceived
value, satisfaction, and recommendations: the case of the Korean DMZ. Tourism
Manag. 28, 204–214.

Malviya, S., 2005. Tourism: Tourism: Policies, Planning and Governance. Gyan Publishing
House.

Mat Som, A.P., Marzuki, A., Yousefi, M., AbuKhalifeh, A., 2012. Factors influencing
tourists’ revisit behavioral intentions: a case study of Sabah, Malaysia. Int. J. Market.
Stud. 4 (4).

Maxham III, J.G., 2001. Service recovery’s influence on consumer satisfaction, positive
word-of- mouth, and purchase intentions. J. Bus. Res. 54 (1), 11–24.

Mazimhaka, J., 2007. Diversifying Rwanda's tourism industry: a role for domestic
tourism. Dev. South Afr. 24 (3), 491–504.

Mittal, B., Lassar, W.M., 1998. Why do customers switch? The dynamics of satisfaction
versus loyalty. J. Serv. Market. 12 (3), 177–194.

Mohammad, B., 2014. Examining tourist’s satisfaction, loyalty and intention to revisit.
Res. Acad. Soc. Sci. 2 (6), 260–273.

Mohammad, B.A.M.A.-H., Som, A.P.M., 2010. An analysis of push and pull travel
motivations of foreign tourists to Jordan. Int. J. Bus. Manag. 5 (12), 41.

Muhammad, R., Ramli, N., Yusoff, N.M., Ismail, T.A.T., 2016. Are visitors satisfied and
intend to revisit Rumah Terbuka Aidilfitri?: Malaysian community in Perak. Proc.-
Soc. Behav. Sci. 222, 351–357.

Mulaik, S.A., James, L.R., Van Alstine, J., Bennett, N., Lind, S., Stilwell, C.D., 1989.
Evaluation of goodness-of-fit indices for structural equation models. Psychol. Bull.
105 (3), 430.

Naidoo, P., 2011. An assessment of visitor satisfaction with nature-based tourism
attractions. International Journal of Management and Marketing Research 4 (1).

Ngoc, K.M., Trinh, N.T., 2015. Factors affecting tourists’ return intention towards Vung
Tau city, Vietnam-A mediation analysis of destination satisfaction. J. Adv. Manag.
Sci. 3 (4).

Oliver, R.L., 1999. Whence consumer loyalty? J. Market. 63 (4_suppl 1), 33–44.
Osman, R.W., Cole, S.T., Vessell, C.R., 2006. Examining the role of perceived service

quality in predicting user satisfaction and behavioral intentions in a campus
recreation setting. Recreat. Sports J. 30 (1), 20–29.

Ozdemir, B., Aksu, A., Ehtiyar, R., Çizel, B., Çizel, R.B., _Içigen, E.T., 2012. Relationships
among tourist profile, satisfaction and destination loyalty: examining empirical
evidences in Antalya region of Turkey. J. Hospit. Market. Manag. 21 (5), 506–540.

Park, S.H., Lee, C.-K., Miller, J.C., 2015. A Comparative Study of the Motivations,
Activities, Overall Satisfaction, and post-trip Behaviors of International Tourists in
Macau: Mainland Chinese.

Pearce, P.L., 2005. Tourist Behaviour Themes and Conceptual Schemes. Channel view
Publications, Clevedon.

Pearce, P., Morrison, A.M., Rutledge, J.L., 1998. Tourism: Bridges across Continents.
McGraw-Hill, Sydney.

Petrick, J.F., 2004. Are loyal tourists desired tourists? Tourism Manag. 463–470.
Pierret, F., 2010. Some Points on DOMESTIC TOURISM. UNWTO. http://www.econost

rum.info/Le-gouvernement-algerien-veut-promouvoir-le-tourisme-domestique
_a4024.html.

Prayag, G., Ryan, C., 2012. Antecedents of tourists’ loyalty to Mauritius: the role and
influence of destination image, place attachment, personal involvement, and
satisfaction. J. Trav. Res. 51 (3), 342–356.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref22
http://ssrn.com/abstract=2253156
http://ssrn.com/abstract=2253156
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/optQDeIC8o7Gn
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref36
http://localhost:80/xmlui/handle/123456789/10188
http://localhost:80/xmlui/handle/123456789/10188
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref40
http://youtube.com/Gaskination
http://youtube.com/Gaskination
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref54
https://www.igi-global.com/dictionary/modeling-tourists-opinions-using-ridit-analysis/57371
https://www.igi-global.com/dictionary/modeling-tourists-opinions-using-ridit-analysis/57371
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref64
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref64
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref64
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref78
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref78
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref80
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref80
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref80
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref81
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref81
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref81
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref82
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref82
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref82
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref84
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref84
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref84
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref85
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref85
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref85
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref86
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref86
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref87
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref87
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref87
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref87
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref88
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref88
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref88
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref89
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref89
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref90
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref90
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref90
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref91
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref91
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref92
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref92
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref92
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref92
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref93
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref93
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref93
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref93
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref93
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref95
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref95
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref95
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref96
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref96
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref97
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref97
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref98
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref98
http://www.econostrum.info/Le-gouvernement-algerien-veut-promouvoir-le-tourisme-domestique_a4024.html
http://www.econostrum.info/Le-gouvernement-algerien-veut-promouvoir-le-tourisme-domestique_a4024.html
http://www.econostrum.info/Le-gouvernement-algerien-veut-promouvoir-le-tourisme-domestique_a4024.html
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref100


B.E. Bayih, A. Singh Heliyon 6 (2020) e04839
Preacher, K.J., Hayes, A.F., 2004. SPSS and SAS procedures for estimating indirect effects
in simple mediation models. Behav. Res. Methods Instrum. Comput. 36 (4), 717–731.

Preacher, K.J., Hayes, A.F., 2008. Asymptotic and resampling strategies for assessing and
comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator models. Behav. Res. Methods 40 (3),
879–891.

Ramseook-Munhurrun, P., Seebaluck, V.N., Naidoo, P., 2015. Examining the structural
relationships of destination image, perceived value, tourist satisfaction and loyalty:
case of Mauritius. Proc.-Soc. Behav. Sci. 175, 252–259.

Ranjanthran, M., Mohammed, B., 2010. Domestic Tourism: Perception of Domestic
Tourist on Tourism Products in Penang Island. Integrated Publishing association.

Roscoe, J.T., 1975. Fundamental research statistics for the behavioral sciences. XXX.
Sekaran, U., Bougie, R., 2016. Research Methods for Business: A Skill Building Approach,

seventh ed. John Wiley & Sons Ltd. Printer Trento Srl. Italy.
Sirisack, D., Xayavong, S., Vongsanga, S.P.N., 2014. The characteristics and motivations

of foreign tourists who visit Luang Prabang Province, Lao PDR. Int. J. Bus. Soc. Sci. 5
(9).

Som, A.P.M., Marzuki, A., Yousefi, M., AbuKhalifeh, A.N., 2012. Factors influencing
visitors’ revisit behavioral intentions: a case study of Sabah, Malaysia. Int. J. Market.
Stud. 4 (4), 39.

Suardana, W., Bendesa, K.G., Antara, M., 2014. Satisfaction as mediators of the
relationship between motivation and loyalty of diving tourists to Bali. E-J. Tourism
Udayana Univ. 1 (1), 19–35.

Szymanski, D.M., Henard, D.H., 2001. Customer satisfaction: a meta-analysis of the
empirical evidence. J. Acad. Market. Sci. 29 (1), 16.

Tribe, J., Snaith, T., 1998. From SERVQUAL to HOLSAT: holiday satisfaction in Varadero,
Cuba. Tourism Manag. 19 (1), 25–34.
17
Um, S., Crompton, J.L., 1990. Attitude determinants in tourism destination choice. Ann.
Tourism Res. 17, 432–448.

Um, S., Chon, K., Ro, Y., 2006. Antecedents of revisit intention. Ann. Tourism Res. 33 (4),
1141–1158.

UNWTO, 1995. Definitions of Tourism: A Special Report on Tourism Statistics. World
Tourism Organization, Madrid.

UNWTO, 2016. UNWTO Tourism Highlights 2016 Edition.
UNWTO, 2017. Tourism Highlights 2017 Edition.
Vinh, N.Q., 2013. Destination culture and its influence on tourist motivation and tourist

satisfaction of Homestay visit. Çankırı Karatekin university. J. Faculty Econom. Adm.
Sci. 3 (2), 199–222.

West, S.G., Finch, J.F., Curran, P.J., 1995. Structural equation models with nonnormal
variables: Problems and remedies.

Mardia, K.V., 1970. Measures of multivariate skewness and kurtosis with applications.
Biometrika 57 (3), 519–530.

Wheaton, B., Muthen, B., Alwin, D.F., Summers, G.F., 1977. Assessing reliability and
stability in panel models. Socio. Methodol. 8, 84–136.

Yoon, Y., Uysal, M., 2005. An examination of the effects of motivation and satisfaction on
destination loyalty: a structural model. Tourism Manag. 26, 45–56.

Yousefi, M., Marzuki, A., 2015. An analysis of push and pull motivational factors of
international tourists to Penang, Malaysia. Int. J. Hospit. Tourism Adm. 16 (1),
40–56.

�Zabkar, V., Bren�ci�c, M.M., Dmitrovi�c, T., 2010. Modelling perceived quality, visitor
satisfaction and behavioural intentions at the destination level. Tourism Manag. 31
(4), 537–546.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref101
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref101
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref101
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref102
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref102
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref102
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref102
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref104
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref104
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/opt0qV8bwgWEM
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref107
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref107
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref107
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref108
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref108
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref108
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref112
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref112
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref112
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref112
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref113
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref113
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref116
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref116
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref116
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref117
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref117
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref117
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref119
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref119
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref121
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref123
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref123
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref123
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref123
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref133
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref133
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/optWNsQ8TktRx
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/optWNsQ8TktRx
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/optWNsQ8TktRx
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref128
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref128
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref128
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref129
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref129
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref129
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref129
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(20)31682-0/sref130

	Modeling domestic tourism: motivations, satisfaction and tourist behavioral intentions
	1. Introduction
	2. Review of literature
	2.1. Push and pull travel motivations
	2.2. Tourist satisfaction
	2.3. Tourist behavioral intentions
	2.4. Relationships between tourist motivations, satisfaction, and behavioral intentions

	3. Research methods
	3.1. Study area description
	3.2. Research design and approach
	3.3. Sampling design and sample size determination
	3.4. Research instrument development

	4. Methods of data analysis
	5. Findings
	5.1. Socio-demographic characteristics of respondents
	5.2. Descriptive statistics
	5.3. Exploratory factor analysis
	5.4. Missing values, outliers and normality
	5.5. Multicollinearity
	5.6. Confirmatory factor analysis
	5.7. Unidimensionality, reliability, and validity of the measurement model
	5.8. Second-order CFA measurement model
	5.9. Structural model and hypothesis testing
	5.10. Direct, indirect and total effects

	6. Discussions
	6.1. Theoretical implications
	6.2. Managerial implications

	7. Conclusion
	7.1. Limitations and future studies

	Declarations
	Author contribution statement
	Funding statement
	Competing interest statement
	Additional information

	Acknowledgements
	References


