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Abstract


Although tourist satisfaction is widely regarded as a central correlate of destination loyalty, loyalty intentions may also reflect symbolic destination meaning and functional service conditions. This study examines the relationships among destination image, the service marketing mix, attribute-level tourist satisfaction, and destination loyalty intention among 231 Thai domestic tourists who had previously visited Pai, Thailand. Drawing on a multi-route perspective, the study theoretically organizes destination image as a symbolic route, the service marketing mix as a functional route, and satisfaction as an evaluative route to loyalty intention. The term “routes” distinguishes these conceptual foundations and does not imply that the cross-sectional analysis establishes separate temporal or causal mechanisms. Online survey data were analyzed using partial least squares structural equation modeling. Destination image was positively associated with satisfaction and loyalty intention, whereas the service marketing mix was positively associated with loyalty intention but not satisfaction. Satisfaction was also positively associated with loyalty intention. Bootstrapping indicated a small positive indirect association between destination image and loyalty intention through satisfaction, while the corresponding indirect association involving the service marketing mix was not supported. The model explained 7.6% of the variance in satisfaction and 42.0% of the variance in loyalty intention, with stronger out-of-sample predictive relevance for loyalty intention. The findings provide partial support for the proposed multi-route framework by showing that symbolic meaning, functional service conditions, and satisfaction exhibit differentiated associations with destination loyalty intention. Destination managers should therefore preserve Pai’s distinctive image while improving the accessibility, affordability, communication, and delivery of its tourism services.
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1. Introduction


Tourism destinations operate in increasingly competitive environments in which attracting first-time visitors alone may be insufficient to sustain destination performance. Destinations must also cultivate favorable post-visit responses that encourage tourists to revisit and recommend them to others. Destination loyalty intention is therefore strategically important because it can support repeat demand, reduce dependence on continuous visitor acquisition, and strengthen destination competitiveness. Although loyalty is associated with several post-consumption evaluations, meta-analytic evidence identifies tourist satisfaction as one of its strongest correlates, together with experience quality, perceived value, perceived quality, and tourist motivation (Wang & Li, 2023). Nevertheless, a satisfaction-centered explanation may not fully capture the multiple destination-related considerations associated with tourists’ intentions to revisit and recommend a destination.



Tourists may develop loyalty intentions not only because they are satisfied with destination attributes, but also because they perceive the destination as distinctive and memorable or consider its tourism services accessible, affordable, and convenient. These considerations suggest that loyalty may have symbolic, functional, and evaluative foundations. The symbolic foundation concerns the beliefs, meanings, and affective associations through which tourists interpret and differentiate a destination. The functional foundation concerns the tourism offerings, access arrangements, service encounters, delivery processes, and physical conditions that facilitate destination consumption. The evaluative foundation reflects tourists’ post-consumption assessments of destination attributes and experiences. Distinguishing these foundations provides a more differentiated framework for examining the factors associated with tourists’ post-visit loyalty intentions.



Destination image represents the symbolic foundation because it integrates tourists’ cognitive beliefs and affective impressions into a meaningful representation of a place (Baloglu & McCleary, 1999; Beerli & Martín, 2004). Before visitation, destination image is shaped by promotional communication, social information, media representations, and prior knowledge. Following visitation, it becomes increasingly grounded in tourists’ direct encounters with the destination’s attractions, culture, residents, infrastructure, and services (Beerli & Martín, 2004; Chen & Tsai, 2007). A favorable post-visit image may correspond with greater satisfaction when tourists’ experiences confirm or exceed their expectations. It may also be directly associated with loyalty intention by making the destination more distinctive, memorable, and preferable than competing alternatives (Chen & Tsai, 2007; Chi & Qu, 2008; Prayag & Ryan, 2012). Destination image therefore provides a symbolic basis for understanding what the destination represents to tourists and how it is positioned in their memories and future destination choices.



The extended service marketing mix represents the functional foundation of the destination experience. Its seven components, namely product, price, place, promotion, people, process, and physical evidence, describe the conditions through which tourism offerings are developed, communicated, accessed, delivered, and experienced. Collectively, these components can communicate value, reduce practical barriers, facilitate tourism consumption, and increase the perceived feasibility of future visitation. Unlike destination image, which captures a holistic and meaning-based representation of the place, the service marketing mix concerns the operational functioning of its tourism service system. Because the seven components fulfil distinct and potentially non-interchangeable roles, however, their relevance to tourists’ evaluations may differ across destinations, visitor segments, and service contexts (Rahman et al., 2019).



Tourist satisfaction represents the evaluative foundation of loyalty intention. In the present study, satisfaction is assessed through tourists’ evaluations of destination attributes, including attractions, product quality and price, accessibility and facilities, tourism information, and service encounters. It is therefore interpreted as an aggregate attribute-level evaluation of tourists’ experiences in Pai rather than as a purely global measure of satisfaction. This evaluative foundation differs conceptually from the symbolic and functional foundations because it reflects tourists’ judgments of experienced destination attributes, whereas destination image captures the broader meaning assigned to the destination and the service marketing mix captures the conditions supporting tourism consumption.



The three foundations are theoretically expected to exhibit related but distinguishable associations with loyalty intention. Destination image represents the symbolic basis of the framework because destination distinctiveness, memorability, and preference may correspond with tourists’ future orientation toward Pai. Favorable service-marketing conditions represent the functional basis because accessibility, affordability, information, and service delivery may correspond with the perceived feasibility of revisiting or recommending the destination. Satisfaction represents the evaluative basis because favorable assessments of previous experiences may correspond with future destination choices. Destination image and service-marketing conditions may also be associated with satisfaction, while remaining directly associated with loyalty intention when satisfaction is considered. These relationships constitute the study’s theoretically proposed routes. The cross-sectional analysis evaluates whether the observed associations are consistent with this framework but does not establish temporal ordering or distinct causal mechanisms.



This distinction is particularly relevant to Pai District in Mae Hong Son Province, northern Thailand. Pai is a small inland destination associated with natural landscapes, cultural diversity, a relaxed atmosphere, and backpacker-oriented tourism. Its identity has developed through multiple, partly competing representations, including ethnic tourism, international backpacking, and Thai romantic tourism (Pongajarn et al., 2014). These representations distinguish Pai symbolically from larger urban, island, and resort destinations. At the same time, tourists’ experiences depend on functional conditions such as the availability and affordability of tourism offerings, destination accessibility, promotional communication, service personnel, delivery processes, and physical facilities. Pai therefore provides an appropriate setting for examining how symbolic destination meaning and functional destination support are associated with attribute-level satisfaction and loyalty intention among Thai domestic tourists.



Despite extensive research on destination loyalty, three gaps remain. First, although previous studies have established relationships among destination image, satisfaction, and loyalty, less attention has been given to how symbolic destination meaning operates alongside the functional organization of the destination service system (Chen & Tsai, 2007; Chi & Qu, 2008; Prayag & Ryan, 2012). Second, destination image and the extended service marketing mix have generally developed within separate research streams. Consequently, limited evidence explains their respective relationships with post-visit satisfaction and loyalty intention when both are incorporated into the same destination-level framework. Third, prior studies frequently position satisfaction as the principal intervening construct connecting destination evaluations with loyalty. Although satisfaction is an important correlate of loyalty (Wang & Li, 2023), this perspective may understate the direct associations of symbolic distinctiveness and functional destination support with tourists’ intentions to revisit and recommend a destination.



To address these gaps, this study develops a symbolic–functional framework of destination loyalty intention. Within this framework, destination image represents symbolic destination meaning, the service marketing mix represents functional destination support, attribute-level tourist satisfaction represents tourists’ post-consumption evaluation of experienced destination attributes, and destination loyalty intention reflects tourists’ intentions to revisit and recommend Pai. The study addresses the following research questions:




	
How is destination image associated with tourist satisfaction and destination loyalty intention?



	
How is the service marketing mix associated with tourist satisfaction and destination loyalty intention?



	
How is tourist satisfaction associated with destination loyalty intention?



	
Are destination image and the service marketing mix indirectly associated with destination loyalty intention through tourist satisfaction?








By examining these relationships within a unified framework, the study assesses whether symbolic destination meaning and functional destination support demonstrate similar or differentiated associations with tourist satisfaction and loyalty intention. It also examines the specific indirect associations of destination image and functional destination support with loyalty intention through satisfaction. These indirect associations are evaluated as patterns consistent with the proposed theoretical sequence rather than as evidence of temporal or causal mediation.



This study makes three contributions to destination-loyalty research. First, it integrates image-based and service-system perspectives by examining symbolic destination meaning and functional destination support within a common framework of loyalty intention. Second, it differentiates tourists’ holistic interpretation of a destination from the operational conditions facilitating destination consumption, thereby providing a more nuanced account of the correlates of loyalty intention in a small-destination context. Third, it examines the direct associations of destination image and service-marketing conditions with loyalty intention and their specific indirect associations through tourist satisfaction. The contribution therefore lies in showing that symbolic destination meaning, functional destination support, and attribute-level satisfaction exhibit differentiated relationships with loyalty intention, rather than in establishing causal pathways among them. Managerially, these distinctions can help destination organizations coordinate image stewardship, service-system improvement, and satisfaction monitoring.




2. Literature Review and Hypothesis Development


Destination loyalty reflects tourists’ favorable future orientation toward a destination, commonly expressed through intentions to revisit and recommend it to others (Chen & Tsai, 2007; Chi & Qu, 2008). Although satisfaction is an established correlate of loyalty, tourists’ future intentions may also depend on the symbolic meaning they assign to a destination and their assessment of whether its tourism system supports convenient and reliable consumption. Accordingly, the present study distinguishes among three complementary routes to destination loyalty intention: symbolic destination meaning, functional destination support, and post-consumption evaluation.



Destination image represents the symbolic route because it captures the beliefs, impressions, and affective associations through which tourists interpret and differentiate a destination. The service marketing mix represents the functional route because its components describe how tourism offerings are developed, priced, communicated, accessed, delivered, and experienced. Tourist satisfaction represents the evaluative route because it reflects tourists’ post-consumption assessment of the destination attributes encountered during their visit. These mechanisms are theoretically distinct but interrelated. Symbolic meaning and functional support may correspond directly with loyalty intention, while they may also be indirectly associated with loyalty through tourists’ satisfaction with destination attributes.



Throughout this study, the term “routes” is used as an organizing theoretical metaphor. It distinguishes the symbolic, functional, and evaluative bases that may correspond with loyalty intention, but it does not imply that the cross-sectional data identify separate temporal processes or causal mechanisms. Empirically, the framework is evaluated through direct and specific indirect associations among concurrently measured constructs.



2.1. Destination Image


Destination image refers to the configuration of beliefs, impressions, and affective responses that individuals associate with a destination (Baloglu & McCleary, 1999; Beerli & Martín, 2004). It is generally understood as incorporating cognitive and affective components. Cognitive image concerns tourists’ knowledge and beliefs about destination characteristics, such as attractions, infrastructure, cultural resources, accessibility, and environmental conditions. Affective image concerns the feelings and emotional responses elicited by the destination. Together, these components form a broader representation that allows tourists to interpret a destination and differentiate it from competing alternatives (Baloglu & McCleary, 1999).



Destination image develops through both indirect information and direct experience. Before visitation, it is shaped by promotional communication, media representations, social information, and prior knowledge. After visitation, tourists may revise or reinforce this image through direct encounters with the destination’s attractions, cultural environment, residents, infrastructure, and tourism services (Beerli & Martín, 2004). Post-visit image is therefore an experience-informed representation of the destination rather than an expectation derived solely from external information. This characteristic makes it particularly relevant to tourists’ satisfaction and future behavioral intentions (Chen & Tsai, 2007; Chi & Qu, 2008).



Within the present framework, destination image represents symbolic destination meaning because it integrates tourists’ encounters with Pai into a broader interpretation of what the destination represents. Its symbolic function does not imply that destination image is disconnected from tangible attributes. Instead, tourists assign meaning to those attributes by interpreting Pai as attractive, distinctive, culturally meaningful, or memorable. Destination image thus transforms specific destination encounters into a holistic representation that may remain salient when tourists evaluate their completed visit or consider future destination choices.



This symbolic function differentiates destination image from the service marketing mix. Destination image concerns the meaning and comparative position tourists assign to the destination, whereas the service marketing mix concerns the operational conditions supporting destination consumption. A tourist may, for example, regard Pai as distinctive and memorable even when experiencing difficulties with transportation, pricing, or service processes. Conversely, tourists may consider a destination functionally convenient without regarding it as symbolically distinctive. Destination image and the service marketing mix may therefore demonstrate different relationships with satisfaction and loyalty intention.



2.1.1. Destination Image and Tourist Satisfaction


Tourist satisfaction is a post-consumption evaluation of tourists’ destination experiences (Chen & Tsai, 2007; Chi & Qu, 2008). In the present study, satisfaction is assessed through evaluations of destination attributes, including attractions, product quality and price, convenience and facilities, tourism information, and service encounters. It is therefore conceptualized as an aggregate attribute-level evaluation rather than as a purely global satisfaction judgment.



Destination image should be positively associated with tourist satisfaction because tourists’ beliefs and affective impressions provide an interpretive basis for evaluating experienced destination attributes. When visitors perceive a destination as attractive, distinctive, culturally meaningful, and environmentally appealing, they are more likely to evaluate its attractions and related tourism experiences favorably. Destination image can consequently provide a cognitive-affective frame that is theoretically relevant to how tourists organize and assess their destination encounters.



The proposed relationship can also be understood through the consistency between tourists’ expectations and direct experiences. A pre-visit image provides an initial representation of what tourists expect to encounter. Following visitation, tourists reassess this representation based on their experiences at the destination. A favorable post-visit image may be consistent with direct encounters that reinforced desirable beliefs or corresponded with favorable affective impressions. Such consistency should correspond with more positive evaluations of the destination attributes experienced during the visit.



Previous research supports a positive relationship between destination image and satisfaction. Chen and Tsai (2007) found that destination image contributed to tourists’ evaluative responses and behavioral intentions. Chi and Qu (2008) similarly identified positive relationships among destination image, attribute satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and destination loyalty. Evidence from other tourism settings also indicates that image-related characteristics, including attractiveness, uniqueness, safety, hospitality, and environmental quality, are associated with tourists’ satisfaction, although their relative relevance varies across destination contexts (Králiková et al., 2020).



This relationship is particularly applicable to Pai because its tourism appeal is associated with its natural environment, cultural diversity, relaxed atmosphere, and distinctive small-destination identity (Pongajarn et al., 2014). Thai domestic tourists who form favorable impressions of these characteristics should also evaluate their experiences with Pai’s destination attributes more positively. Because the present study uses cross-sectional data, the hypothesized relationship is expressed as an association rather than a causal effect. Accordingly:



H1a. 

Destination image is positively associated with tourist satisfaction.






2.1.2. Destination Image and Destination Loyalty Intention


Destination image may also be directly associated with destination loyalty intention. Loyalty intention reflects tourists’ willingness to maintain a favorable future relationship with a destination, particularly through intentions to revisit and recommend it (Chi & Qu, 2008; Prayag & Ryan, 2012). These intentions involve memory, preference, and comparisons with alternative destinations. A destination with a favorable image may be more readily recalled and preferred because it occupies a distinctive position in tourists’ memories.



The proposed relationship is based on symbolic distinctiveness and memory-based preference. Tourist satisfaction reflects an evaluation of experienced destination attributes, whereas destination image captures the broader meaning and comparative attractiveness assigned to the place. Tourists may intend to revisit or recommend a destination because of its unique atmosphere, cultural identity, natural environment, or symbolic significance, even when some attributes of their previous visit were evaluated less favorably. Destination image may therefore provide a symbolic basis for loyalty intention that remains relevant when satisfaction is included in the model.



Previous studies support the direct relationship between destination image and tourists’ behavioral intentions. Chen and Tsai (2007) found that destination image was associated with behavioral intentions both directly and through post-visit evaluations. Chi and Qu (2008) reported that destination image contributed to destination loyalty within an integrated model incorporating tourist satisfaction. Prayag and Ryan (2012) similarly demonstrated that destination image remained relevant to loyalty when satisfaction, place attachment, and personal involvement were considered. Collectively, these findings suggest that destination image may correspond with loyalty through tourists’ post-consumption evaluations and through the destination’s enduring symbolic attractiveness.



Pai provides an appropriate context for examining this relationship because its identity incorporates natural scenery, cultural diversity, backpacker tourism, Thai romantic tourism, and a relaxed small-town atmosphere (Pongajarn et al., 2014). Favorable impressions of these characteristics may make Pai distinctive and memorable when tourists consider future travel or recommend destinations to others. Therefore:



H1b. 

Destination image is positively associated with destination loyalty intention.







2.2. Service Marketing Mix


The extended service marketing mix describes the functional arrangements through which tourism offerings are created, priced, communicated, accessed, delivered, and experienced. The traditional marketing mix consists of product, price, place, and promotion, while the extended framework incorporates people, process, and physical evidence to account for the interpersonal, procedural, and tangible characteristics of service provision. This framework is relevant to tourism because tourism offerings are predominantly experiential, involve interactions among multiple destination actors, and are evaluated through both intangible service encounters and tangible environmental conditions.



Product comprises the attractions, activities, accommodation, transportation, and supporting services available to tourists. Price encompasses tourists’ monetary expenditures and nonmonetary sacrifices, including the time and effort required to access and consume tourism offerings. Place concerns destination accessibility and the channels through which tourism services are made available, whereas promotion concerns the communication of the destination and its offerings. People include employees, residents, guides, and other actors involved in tourism encounters. Process refers to the procedures through which tourists obtain and experience services. Physical evidence includes facilities, surroundings, and other tangible cues through which tourists assess service provision (Rahman et al., 2019).



At the destination level, the seven components are provided by a network of tourism businesses, public organizations, employees, residents, and community actors. Their combined functioning shapes whether tourists can obtain and consume destination offerings conveniently and reliably. Attractive tourism products may provide limited value when destination access is difficult, prices are unclear, promotional information is inaccurate, personnel are unresponsive, or service procedures are inconvenient. Conversely, supportive functional arrangements can reduce consumption effort, increase predictability, and facilitate tourists’ access to destination experiences.



The service marketing mix therefore represents perceived functional destination support. Its theoretical role differs from that of destination image because it concerns how the destination’s tourism system operates rather than what the destination represents symbolically. The two routes may be related because service encounters and physical conditions can contribute to tourists’ impressions of a destination. Nevertheless, they remain conceptually distinct. Destination image integrates destination attributes into broader meanings and impressions, whereas the service marketing mix represents specific functional conditions enabling tourism consumption.



The seven service-marketing components perform substantively distinct roles and should not be interpreted as conceptually identical. Product, price, place, promotion, people, process, and physical evidence represent different aspects of functional destination support, and favorable performance in one component does not necessarily guarantee equally favorable performance in another. Nevertheless, tourists may form a broader evaluative orientation toward the functioning of the destination service environment. Under this interpretation, a generally favorable perception of functional destination support is expected to correspond, on average rather than uniformly, with favorable evaluations across the seven service-marketing conditions. The primary model therefore examines the shared evaluative variance among the seven indicators while recognizing their content-specific roles. Because this reflective interpretation represents only one theoretically plausible specification, an alternative formative-composite specification was also estimated to determine whether the principal structural conclusions depended on the primary measurement assumption.



2.2.1. Service Marketing Mix and Tourist Satisfaction


The service marketing mix should be positively associated with tourist satisfaction because its components shape the benefits, costs, convenience, and service conditions tourists experience during a visit. Appropriate tourism offerings, acceptable prices, convenient access, accurate communication, responsive service personnel, manageable delivery processes, and suitable physical environments can facilitate destination consumption and support favorable evaluations of experienced destination attributes.



This relationship can be explained through perceived value and consumption effort. Perceived value reflects consumers’ assessment of what they receive relative to what they sacrifice (Zeithaml, 1988). Product and price shape the benefits and costs associated with a destination visit, while place and process influence the time and effort necessary to obtain tourism services. Promotion can reduce informational uncertainty by communicating what is available and how it can be accessed. Service personnel can assist tourists and address problems, while physical evidence provides tangible cues through which visitors assess the quality and reliability of otherwise intangible services. Favorable evaluations of these functional conditions should therefore correspond with greater satisfaction.



Tourism research has linked service-marketing components with tourist satisfaction, although the relative importance of the individual components varies across settings (Rahman et al., 2019). This variation is theoretically plausible because each component addresses a different aspect of tourism consumption. Tourists may, for example, evaluate Pai’s attractions favorably while being less satisfied with its accessibility or pricing. Nevertheless, when tourists perceive the destination’s functional conditions as generally supportive, they should encounter fewer practical difficulties and evaluate the corresponding attributes of their visit more favorably.



In the present study, the service marketing mix reflects tourists’ perceptions of how Pai’s tourism products, prices, accessibility, communication, personnel, service processes, and physical facilities support destination consumption. More favorable perceptions of these functional conditions should therefore correspond with higher attribute-level satisfaction. Accordingly:



H2a. 

The service marketing mix is positively associated with tourist satisfaction.






2.2.2. Service Marketing Mix and Destination Loyalty Intention


The service marketing mix may also be directly associated with destination loyalty intention because tourists’ future decisions depend partly on whether another visit is perceived as accessible, affordable, predictable, and manageable. Suitable tourism offerings can provide reasons to return, while reasonable prices and convenient access can reduce the anticipated monetary and nonmonetary costs of revisitation. Accurate information, dependable service personnel, efficient processes, and appropriate facilities can further increase tourists’ confidence in a future visit.



This relationship is grounded in anticipated consumption convenience and reduced behavioral uncertainty. Tourist satisfaction reflects an evaluation of the attributes experienced during a completed visit. Revisit intention, however, also requires tourists to assess whether repeating the experience is practically feasible. Functional destination conditions may reduce the anticipated effort associated with another visit. For example, accessible transportation, transparent prices, recognizable offerings, accurate tourism information, and manageable service procedures can make future destination consumption easier to plan and undertake.



Functional support may also be relevant to recommendation intention. Recommending a destination involves interpersonal risk because tourists place their credibility at stake when advising other people. Previous visitors may therefore consider whether the destination is sufficiently accessible, dependable, and navigable for others. A well-functioning tourism service system can reduce this perceived risk by increasing the predictability and manageability of the destination experience.



The service marketing mix may consequently be associated with loyalty intention independently of its relationship with satisfaction. Tourists may intend to revisit because Pai is practically accessible, affordable, and manageable, even when their evaluation of particular attributes is not uniformly favorable. Similarly, they may recommend Pai when they believe that its tourism system allows other visitors to access and consume its offerings with limited difficulty. In this respect, destination image and the service marketing mix provide complementary foundations for loyalty: image creates symbolic meaning and memorability, whereas functional support increases the feasibility of revisitation and recommendation. Accordingly:



H2b. 

The service marketing mix is positively associated with destination loyalty intention.







2.3. Tourist Satisfaction as an Evaluative Route to Destination Loyalty Intention


Tourist satisfaction represents a post-consumption evaluation formed through tourists’ assessments of their destination experiences (Chen & Tsai, 2007; Chi & Qu, 2008). The present study measures satisfaction through five attribute domains: tourism attractions, product quality and price, convenience and facilities, tourism information and promotion, and interpersonal service encounters. The construct is therefore interpreted as an aggregate attribute-level evaluation rather than as a purely global judgment of the visit.



Tourist satisfaction is conceptually distinct from both destination image and the service marketing mix. Destination image concerns the beliefs, affective impressions, and symbolic meanings associated with the destination. The service marketing mix concerns the operational conditions supporting destination consumption. Satisfaction, by comparison, captures tourists’ evaluative responses to the destination attributes encountered during their visit. Maintaining these distinctions is important because tourists may regard a destination as distinctive without evaluating every aspect favorably, or they may perceive its service arrangements as convenient without developing a strong symbolic preference for the place.



Destination loyalty incorporates attitudinal, intentional, and behavioral dimensions. The present study examines destination loyalty intention as a predominantly future-oriented favorable disposition toward Pai. Revisit and recommendation intentions constitute its core conative expressions, while a favorable overall evaluation of Pai’s tourism services provides supplementary attitudinal–evaluative coverage. The construct does not capture actual repeat visitation or observed recommendation behavior.



Satisfaction should be positively associated with loyalty intention because favorable evaluations of past experiences reduce uncertainty about future destination consumption. Tourists who evaluate their destination experiences positively have an experiential basis for expecting that another visit will also be rewarding. They may also be more willing to recommend the destination because their favorable evaluations increase their confidence that others could have a satisfactory experience.



Oliver’s (1999) conceptualization of loyalty as developing through cognitive, affective, conative, and behavioral stages supports the relevance of favorable consumption evaluations to future commitment. Tourism research has similarly documented positive relationships between satisfaction and behavioral intentions. Chen and Tsai (2007) found that tourists’ post-visit evaluations were associated with their behavioral intentions, while Chi and Qu (2008) reported a positive relationship between satisfaction and destination loyalty. Meta-analytic evidence further identifies satisfaction as one of the strongest correlates of tourist loyalty across tourism contexts (Wang & Li, 2023).



Within the proposed framework, satisfaction constitutes the evaluative route to loyalty intention. Destination image and the service marketing mix represent symbolic and functional foundations, respectively, whereas satisfaction reflects tourists’ evaluations of the attributes experienced during their visit. These routes are complementary rather than mutually exclusive. Tourists who evaluate their experiences with Pai’s attractions, value, facilities, information, and services more favorably should express stronger intentions to revisit and recommend the destination. Therefore:



H3. 

Tourist satisfaction is positively associated with destination loyalty intention.






2.4. The Indirect Role of Tourist Satisfaction


Destination image and the service marketing mix may exhibit both direct associations with destination loyalty intention and specific indirect associations through tourist satisfaction. The proposed indirect relationships are theoretically consistent with a sequence in which symbolic impressions or perceptions of functional destination support correspond with satisfaction, which in turn corresponds with loyalty intention. However, because all constructs were measured concurrently, the empirical analysis cannot establish that destination image or functional destination support temporally preceded satisfaction or that satisfaction subsequently produced loyalty intention. The indirect analyses therefore assess statistical patterns consistent with the proposed theoretical sequence rather than temporal or causal mediation.



2.4.1. Destination Image, Tourist Satisfaction, and Loyalty Intention


A favorable destination image may be indirectly associated with loyalty intention through tourist satisfaction. When tourists report more favorable interpretations of Pai as attractive, distinctive, and culturally meaningful, they may also report more favorable evaluations of its destination attributes. In turn, favorable attribute-level satisfaction may correspond with stronger revisit and recommendation intentions. This proposed sequence positions destination image as the symbolic construct, satisfaction as the evaluative construct, and loyalty intention as the future-oriented outcome. Empirically, however, the study evaluates only whether their cross-sectional associations are consistent with this theoretical ordering.



Previous studies provide theoretical and empirical support for this indirect relationship. Destination image has been associated with tourists’ satisfaction, while satisfaction has been associated with destination loyalty (Chen & Tsai, 2007; Chi & Qu, 2008). An observed indirect association would not establish that satisfaction temporally or causally mediates the relationship, nor would it imply that satisfaction statistically accounts for the entire association between image and loyalty intention. Destination image may remain directly relevant because symbolic distinctiveness, emotional meaning, and memorability can influence future intentions beyond tourists’ evaluations of individual destination attributes.



Accordingly, the hypothesized indirect relationship is:



H4a. 

Destination image is positively and indirectly associated with destination loyalty intention through tourist satisfaction.






2.4.2. Service Marketing Mix, Tourist Satisfaction, and Loyalty Intention


The service marketing mix may also be indirectly associated with loyalty intention through tourist satisfaction. More favorable perceptions of tourism offerings, pricing, accessibility, communication, personnel, service processes, and physical facilities may correspond with more favorable evaluations of related destination attributes. Satisfaction may, in turn, be positively associated with tourists’ intentions to revisit and recommend Pai.



This proposed indirect association is theoretically distinguishable from the one involving destination image. Destination image represents symbolic meaning and distinctiveness, whereas the service marketing mix represents the practical conditions supporting destination consumption. The empirical analysis assesses whether functional destination support, satisfaction, and loyalty intention exhibit an indirect pattern consistent with this theoretical sequence. It does not establish that perceptions of functional support temporally preceded satisfaction or that satisfaction subsequently caused loyalty intention.



The service marketing mix may nevertheless retain a direct association with loyalty intention because tourists can consider functional conditions when assessing the feasibility of future visitation or the suitability of recommending Pai to others. Thus, a specific indirect association through satisfaction may coexist with a direct association between functional destination support and loyalty intention. Accordingly:



H4b. 

The service marketing mix is positively and indirectly associated with destination loyalty intention through tourist satisfaction.





The proposed relationships are summarized in Figure 1.






3. Methodology


3.1. Research Design and Study Setting


This study employed a quantitative, cross-sectional survey design to examine the theoretically specified associations among destination image, the service marketing mix, tourist satisfaction, and destination loyalty intention. This design was appropriate for estimating the direction and magnitude of the hypothesized relationships among the focal constructs at a single point in time. Because the temporal ordering of the constructs could not be established, the structural paths were interpreted as associations rather than causal effects.



The study was conducted in Pai District, Mae Hong Son Province, northern Thailand. Pai is a small inland tourism destination recognized for its natural attractions, cultural resources, relaxed atmosphere, and tourism economy. Previous research has characterized Pai as a destination shaped by multiple representations, including ethnic tourism, international backpacking, and Thai romantic tourism (Pongajarn et al., 2014). Its development further reflects interactions among tourists, residents, tourism enterprises, public institutions, and community stakeholders (Pongajarn, 2017).



Pai provides an appropriate setting for examining the proposed symbolic–functional framework because tourists’ experiences of the destination involve both symbolic meanings and functional service conditions. Its natural landscape, distinctive culture, and small-town character contribute to its destination image, whereas its tourism offerings, prices, accessibility, promotional communication, service personnel, delivery processes, and physical facilities constitute the functional environment supporting tourism consumption. This setting therefore allows the study to examine the respective associations of symbolic destination meaning and functional destination support with tourist satisfaction and destination loyalty intention.




3.2. Target Population, Sampling, and Data Collection


The target population comprised Thai domestic tourists who had previously visited Pai. Prior visitation was used as an eligibility criterion because respondents required direct experience of the destination to evaluate its image, service-marketing conditions, and tourism attributes, as well as to report their intentions to revisit and recommend Pai. International tourists were not included in the target population or analytical sample.



Data were collected from 1 to 30 November 2025 using a self-administered online questionnaire developed in Google Forms. The survey invitation was distributed through travel-related Facebook communities, including the Thailand Travel Advice group. Purposive nonprobability sampling was used to identify individuals who met the prior-visitation criterion. Because participation depended on respondents voluntarily accessing and completing the online questionnaire, the recruitment procedure also involved self-selection.



A screening question was presented at the beginning of the questionnaire to determine whether potential respondents had previously visited Pai. A total of 400 individuals answered the screening question. Of these, 231 respondents confirmed that they had previously visited Pai and were eligible to complete the substantive questionnaire. The remaining 169 individuals were excluded because they lacked direct experience of the destination. After data screening, all 231 eligible responses were retained as the final analytical sample, representing 57.8% of the individuals who answered the screening question.



The online recruitment procedure provided access to geographically dispersed domestic tourists but did not produce a sampling frame from which respondents could be randomly selected. Consequently, the sample should not be interpreted as statistically representative of all Thai domestic tourists visiting Pai. The sample also reflected voluntary participation in online travel communities, which may have increased the representation of younger and more digitally engaged tourists.



Before beginning the questionnaire, respondents received information regarding the study’s purpose, participation procedures, voluntary nature, confidentiality protections, intended use of the data, and their right to discontinue participation without penalty. Adult respondents provided electronic informed consent before proceeding to the questionnaire. Seven respondents were younger than 18 years. For each minor respondent, electronic permission from a parent or legal guardian and electronic assent from the respondent were obtained before participation. The study was determined to be exempt from full ethical review by the Khon Kaen University Ethics Committee for Human Research under exemption reference no. 1582/2567, dated 25 June 2024. The exemption applied to research involving survey procedures.




3.3. Sample-Size Justification


The minimum required sample was evaluated through an a priori statistical power analysis using G*Power 3.1. The calculation was based on the endogenous construct with the largest number of predictors. Destination loyalty intention had three predictors: destination image, the service marketing mix, and tourist satisfaction. Using a linear multiple-regression model with three predictors, a medium effect size of f2 = 0.15, a significance level of α = 0.05, and statistical power of 0.95, the analysis indicated a minimum sample of 119 respondents. The assumed effect size followed Cohen’s (1992) conventional guidelines for statistical power analysis.



The final sample of 231 respondents exceeded the minimum requirement by 112 cases and was approximately 1.94 times the required sample. It was therefore considered sufficient for detecting a medium overall effect under the specified assumptions and for estimating the proposed PLS-SEM model. Nevertheless, exceeding the statistical minimum does not eliminate the limitations associated with purposive online sampling or establish the representativeness of the sample.




3.4. Questionnaire Development and Measurement


The questionnaire measured four constructs: destination image, the service marketing mix, tourist satisfaction, and destination loyalty intention. The measurement items were adapted from previous studies and contextualized to reflect Thai domestic tourists’ experiences of Pai. All substantive items were assessed using a seven-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1, “strongly disagree,” to 7, “strongly agree.”



In the primary model, all four constructs were specified reflectively. Under this specification, the indicators were interpreted as observed manifestations of their corresponding latent constructs, such that variation in an underlying construct was expected to correspond with variation across its indicators. The adequacy of the primary reflective specifications was assessed using indicator reliability, internal consistency reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity. Because the seven service-marketing indicators represent substantively distinct components of destination service provision, the service marketing mix was additionally re-estimated as a formative composite in a robustness analysis.



3.4.1. Destination Image


Destination image was measured using three reflective indicators adapted from Baloglu and McCleary (1999) and Beerli and Martín (2004). The indicators captured respondents’ perceptions of Pai as a distinctive small tourism destination, an attractive tourism destination, and a destination characterized by a distinctive culture and lifestyle.



Within the proposed framework, destination image represents the symbolic meaning that tourists assign to Pai following their visit. The indicators were specified reflectively because they were treated as manifestations of tourists’ broader perceptions of Pai’s attractiveness and distinctiveness. A more favorable destination image was therefore expected to be reflected in more favorable responses across the three indicators.



The measure captures selected context-specific aspects of Pai’s post-visit image rather than the complete conceptual domain of destination image. In particular, it does not provide separate comprehensive measures of cognitive and affective image. The construct should therefore be interpreted as a focused representation of Pai’s symbolic attractiveness and distinctiveness rather than as an exhaustive measurement of all destination-image dimensions.




3.4.2. Service Marketing Mix


The service marketing mix was measured using seven reflective indicators adapted from Verma and Rathore (2018). Each indicator corresponded to one component of the extended service marketing mix: product, price, place, promotion, people, process, and physical evidence. Collectively, the indicators assessed tourists’ perceptions of the extent to which Pai’s tourism service environment provided appropriate products, reasonable prices, convenient access, effective communication, responsive service personnel, manageable service processes, and supportive physical facilities.



In the primary model, the service marketing mix was conceptualized as tourists’ shared overall evaluation of functional destination support. The reflective specification assumes that tourists can develop a generalized perception of how effectively Pai’s tourism service environment supports destination consumption. Variation in this broader evaluation was therefore expected to correspond, on average, with evaluations of the destination’s tourism products, prices, accessibility, communication, service personnel, service processes, and physical evidence. Under this interpretation, the indicators represent related manifestations of an overall evaluative orientation toward the functioning of the destination service environment.



This specification does not imply that the seven components are conceptually identical or that favorable performance in one component necessarily guarantees favorable performance in all others. Rather, it assumes that respondents’ evaluations of the individual components may share a common evaluative basis. For example, tourists who perceive Pai’s tourism environment as generally supportive may tend to evaluate several of its service conditions favorably, even though their evaluations are not expected to be uniform across all seven components. The reflective specification therefore captures the shared variance among the component evaluations without treating their substantive content as interchangeable.



The seven service-marketing items were developed and contextualized with reference to the product, price, place, promotion, people, process, and physical-evidence components discussed in the tourism service-marketing literature, including Verma and Rathore (2018). Because the cited study did not provide comprehensive psychometric validation of a reflective seven-item scale, its citation supports the conceptual coverage of the 7Ps rather than prior validation of the present reflective measurement instrument.



The primary reflective specification was evaluated through indicator loadings, internal consistency reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity. However, because product, price, place, promotion, people, process, and physical evidence also represent distinct and potentially non-interchangeable conditions that may collectively form functional destination support, a formative-composite specification is theoretically plausible. The complete model was therefore re-estimated by specifying the seven components formatively as a robustness analysis. This alternative analysis examined whether the principal direct structural conclusions were sensitive to the reflective measurement assumption. The formative assessment considered indicator collinearity, outer weights, outer loadings, and the stability of the direct structural relationships.




3.4.3. Tourist Satisfaction


Tourist satisfaction was measured using five reflective indicators adapted from Samith and Karnjanakit (2022). The indicators assessed satisfaction with tourism attractions, the quality and price of tourism products and services, convenience and facilities, tourism information and promotional communication, and services provided by tourism employees and members of the local community.



The indicators were specified reflectively because they were treated as manifestations of respondents’ underlying satisfaction with the measured attributes of their experiences in Pai. Tourists with more favorable evaluations of their experiences were therefore expected to report higher satisfaction across these destination attributes.



Because the indicators refer to specific components of the tourism experience, the construct was interpreted as an aggregate attribute-level evaluation of tourists’ experiences in Pai, rather than as a purely global measure of destination satisfaction. This interpretation aligns the conceptual meaning of the construct with its observed indicators. It also distinguishes tourist satisfaction from destination image, which captures symbolic destination meaning, and from the service marketing mix, which captures tourists’ broader perceptions of functional destination support.




3.4.4. Destination Loyalty Intention


Destination loyalty intention was measured using three reflective indicators adapted from Lamai et al. (2020). DLI2 measured respondents’ intention to revisit Pai, while DLI3 measured their willingness to recommend Pai to other people. These two items directly capture the principal conative expressions of destination loyalty intention examined in this study. DLI1 assessed respondents’ favorable overall evaluation of Pai’s tourism services, including attractions, accommodation, restaurants, service employees, and community interactions.



DLI1 does not express a future behavioral intention as directly as DLI2 and DLI3. Instead, it captures the favorable attitudinal–evaluative orientation accompanying respondents’ stated intentions to maintain a positive future relationship with Pai. Its inclusion is based on a broader interpretation of destination loyalty intention as a future-oriented favorable disposition that is reflected principally through revisit and recommendation intentions but may also incorporate an overall positive orientation toward the destination. Under this interpretation, DLI2 and DLI3 define the construct’s primary intentional meaning, while DLI1 provides supplementary attitudinal–evaluative coverage.



The three indicators were specified reflectively because they were treated as related manifestations of respondents’ broader favorable future orientation toward Pai. This specification does not assume that favorable evaluation, revisit intention, and recommendation intention are conceptually identical. Rather, it assumes that respondents with stronger destination loyalty intentions are expected, on average, to evaluate Pai’s tourism services favorably, intend to revisit, and be willing to recommend the destination. The construct should therefore be interpreted as destination loyalty intention with an attitudinal–evaluative component, rather than as a measure composed exclusively of explicit behavioral-intention items.



The term destination loyalty intention was retained because DLI2 and DLI3 constitute the construct’s core and directly represent the two future-oriented outcomes emphasized in the conceptual definition and hypotheses. However, the inclusion of DLI1 broadens the operationalization beyond a purely conative measure. Accordingly, the structural relationships involving this construct are interpreted as associations with a predominantly intentional favorable orientation toward Pai, not as associations with actual revisit or recommendation behavior.



To assess whether the broader evaluative content of DLI1 materially influenced the substantive conclusions, the complete model was re-estimated using only DLI2 and DLI3. Removing DLI1 did not change the direction, statistical significance, or hypothesis decisions of the principal direct structural relationships. This result indicates that the findings concerning destination loyalty intention were not dependent on the inclusion of the attitudinal–evaluative item (see Table 1).





3.5. Data Analysis


Descriptive statistics were calculated using IBM SPSS Statistics 27, while the measurement and structural models were estimated using partial least squares structural equation modeling in SmartPLS 4. PLS-SEM was selected because the study examined multiple simultaneous relationships and assessed both the explanatory and predictive performance of the proposed model (Hair et al., 2019; Shmueli et al., 2019). The analysis proceeded through the assessment of the reflective measurement models, structural model, indirect relationships, and out-of-sample predictive performance.



Before estimating the model, the data were screened for respondent eligibility, completeness, and potential response inconsistencies. Descriptive statistics were then used to summarize the respondents’ demographic characteristics and visitation patterns.



All four constructs were specified reflectively. The reflective measurement models were assessed using indicator loadings, internal consistency reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity (Hair et al., 2019). Indicator reliability was evaluated using the standardized outer loadings. Internal consistency reliability was examined using Cronbach’s alpha, Dijkstra–Henseler’s rho_A, and composite reliability (Dijkstra & Henseler, 2015). Convergent validity was evaluated using the average variance extracted. The measurement properties of the service marketing mix were interpreted cautiously because its seven indicators represented substantively different aspects of functional destination support.



Discriminant validity was assessed using the Fornell–Larcker criterion and the heterotrait–monotrait ratio of correlations. Under the Fornell–Larcker criterion, the square root of each construct’s average variance extracted was compared with its correlations with the other constructs. HTMT values and, where available, their bootstrapped confidence intervals were examined to determine whether the constructs were empirically distinguishable (Henseler et al., 2015).



Indicator-level collinearity was additionally examined using variance inflation factor values. Although VIF is not a primary criterion for evaluating reflective measurement models, it was reported as a supplementary diagnostic to determine whether excessive overlap among indicators could affect the stability of the estimates. Indicator VIF values were not used as substitutes for outer loadings, internal consistency reliability, convergent validity, or discriminant validity.



After the reflective measurement models had been assessed, the structural model was evaluated. Collinearity among the predictor constructs was examined using inner-model VIF values. The hypothesized relationships were then assessed using standardized path coefficients, bootstrap standard errors, t-values, p-values, and 95% bootstrap confidence intervals. Statistical inference was based on 5000 bootstrap subsamples and a two-tailed significance level of 0.05.



The structural model’s explanatory power was assessed using the coefficients of determination, R2 and adjusted R2, for tourist satisfaction and destination loyalty intention. The relative contribution of each predictor to the explanatory power of its corresponding endogenous construct was evaluated using f2 effect sizes. Values of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 were used as conventional reference points for small, medium, and large effect sizes, respectively.



The indirect role of tourist satisfaction was evaluated by estimating the specific indirect associations of destination image and the service marketing mix with destination loyalty intention. The analysis reported the direct, specific indirect, and total effects, together with their bootstrap standard errors, t-values, p-values, and 95% bootstrap confidence intervals. An indirect association was regarded as statistically supported when the confidence interval generated by the selected bootstrap procedure did not include zero. Confidence intervals and p-values were drawn from the same bootstrap specification wherever possible to maintain inferential consistency. Any discrepancy between these inferential criteria was reported transparently and interpreted cautiously.



The term “mediation analysis” is used as a conventional statistical label for the estimation of specific indirect associations. Given the cross-sectional design, a statistically supported indirect association was not interpreted as evidence that the predictor temporally preceded satisfaction or that satisfaction causally produced loyalty intention.



The model’s out-of-sample predictive relevance was assessed using PLSpredict (Shmueli et al., 2019). Q2predict values were examined to determine whether the PLS-SEM model produced smaller prediction errors than the naïve mean-based benchmark. Root mean squared error and mean absolute error were also reported. Where linear-model benchmark results were available, indicator-level prediction errors from the PLS-SEM model were compared with those of the linear model to assess the model’s relative predictive performance. In the absence of such benchmark comparisons, positive Q2predict values were interpreted only as evidence of basic predictive relevance rather than as evidence of high predictive power.



To assess sensitivity to the reflective specification of the service marketing mix, the complete structural model was additionally re-estimated by treating product, price, place, promotion, people, process, and physical evidence as formative components of perceived functional destination support. The formative measurement assessment examined the outer VIF values, the magnitude and statistical significance of the outer weights, and the indicators’ outer loadings. Indicators with nonsignificant outer weights were not removed automatically when their outer loadings demonstrated relevant absolute contributions and their retention was necessary to preserve the conceptual coverage of the 7Ps. The direct structural coefficients and hypothesis decisions obtained from the alternative specification were then compared with those of the primary reflective model. This analysis was conducted as a robustness assessment and did not replace the primary measurement specification.



The operationalization of destination loyalty intention was also subjected to a robustness assessment. The primary specification included DLI1, DLI2, and DLI3, with DLI2 and DLI3 representing the construct’s core revisit and recommendation intentions and DLI1 providing supplementary attitudinal–evaluative coverage. The complete model was re-estimated using only DLI2 and DLI3 to determine whether the structural conclusions were sensitive to the inclusion of DLI1. The direction, statistical significance, and hypothesis decisions of the direct structural relationships were compared across the three-item and two-item specifications.



The standardized coefficients were compared descriptively to identify their relative numerical magnitudes. However, a numerically larger coefficient was not interpreted as statistically stronger unless the difference between the relevant path coefficients was formally tested. Because the data were cross-sectional and observational, the structural paths were interpreted as theoretically specified associations rather than causal relationships. Causal terms such as “caused,” “influenced,” and “affected” were avoided except when referring to conventional statistical terms, including direct effect, indirect effect, total effect, and effect size.




3.6. Common Method Bias Assessment


Because the predictor and outcome constructs were measured through the same self-administered questionnaire and reported by the same respondents, procedural and statistical measures were used to address the possibility of common method bias.



Several procedural measures were incorporated into the survey administration. Participation was voluntary, and respondents were informed that their answers would remain confidential and would be analyzed only in aggregate form. No personally identifying information was collected. The survey instructions emphasized that there were no correct or incorrect responses and encouraged respondents to answer according to their own experiences of Pai. The measurement items were grouped according to their corresponding constructs and worded in a direct and context-specific manner to reduce ambiguity and evaluation apprehension.



Common method bias was also examined statistically using the full-collinearity assessment. In this procedure, every latent construct was treated as an endogenous construct and regressed on the remaining latent constructs. The resulting full-collinearity VIF values were examined to determine whether common variance associated with the measurement method was likely to critically distort the model estimates.



Full-collinearity VIF values below 3.3 were interpreted as indicating that pathological collinearity and substantial common method bias were unlikely to represent critical concerns. However, this diagnostic was treated as supplementary rather than definitive because no single statistical test can establish the complete absence of common method bias. The statistical results were therefore considered together with the procedural measures incorporated into questionnaire administration.



Common method bias was assessed using Harman’s single-factor test and full-collinearity VIFs. An unrotated principal component analysis of all 18 measurement indicators extracted four components with eigenvalues exceeding 1.0. The first component explained 29.655% of the total variance, below the conventional threshold of 50%. The Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin value was 0.837, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, χ2(153) = 1509.042, p < 0.001. In addition, the full-collinearity VIFs ranged from 1.083 to 1.542, below the recommended threshold of 3.3. Collectively, these findings indicate that common method bias was unlikely to materially influence the study results.





4. Findings


4.1. Respondent Characteristics


Table 2 presents the demographic characteristics and visitation frequency of the 231 Thai domestic tourists included in the analysis. The sample comprised respondents who self-identified under the questionnaire categories of female (45.9%), male (39.0%), and LGBTQ+ (15.2%). The LGBTQ+ category reproduces the self-identification option provided in the original questionnaire and should not be interpreted as a homogeneous gender category because it may encompass diverse sexual orientations and gender identities. This demographic variable was reported descriptively and was not included in the PLS-SEM estimation. Students constituted the largest occupational group (51.1%), followed by respondents reporting other occupations (14.7%), freelance workers (13.9%), office workers (13.4%), and civil servants (6.9%).



Most respondents were aged 18 to 25 years (58.9%), followed by those aged 26 to 33 years (24.7%). Seven respondents (3.0%) were younger than 18 years. Regarding monthly income, 25.1% reported earning THB 10,000 or less, while the THB 10,001 to 15,000 and THB 15,001 to 20,000 categories each accounted for 20.8% of the sample.



Most respondents reported visiting Pai once or twice during the previous year (71.4%). A further 15.2% reported three or four visits, 6.9% reported five visits, and 6.5% reported more than five visits. The sample was therefore composed primarily of young Thai domestic tourists, many of whom were students and had visited Pai relatively infrequently during the preceding year.




4.2. Primary Reflective Measurement Model


All four constructs were specified reflectively in the primary model. Their measurement properties were evaluated using standardized indicator loadings, Cronbach’s alpha, Dijkstra–Henseler’s rho_A, composite reliability, average variance extracted, and discriminant validity. Reliability coefficients of approximately 0.70 or higher and AVE values of 0.50 or higher were used as general reference criteria (Hair et al., 2019). These criteria were interpreted as guidelines rather than rigid cut-off values, particularly for constructs measured using a small number of indicators.



4.2.1. Indicator Reliability


Standardized outer loadings were examined to assess indicator reliability. Loadings of approximately 0.708 or higher are preferred because they indicate that a construct explains at least 50% of an indicator’s variance. Indicators with loadings between 0.40 and 0.708 should not be removed automatically; retention should consider theoretical relevance, content validity, and whether deletion improves construct-level reliability and convergent validity (Hair et al., 2022, 2019). As shown in Table 3, the loadings ranged from 0.518 to 0.912, and no indicator loaded below 0.40. All tourist-satisfaction and destination-loyalty indicators exceeded the preferred level. For destination image, DI2 and DI3 demonstrated strong loadings of 0.912 and 0.845, respectively, whereas DI1 had a weaker loading of 0.518. DI1 was retained because it captures Pai’s distinctive small-destination identity, content not fully represented by the other image indicators, while destination image retained acceptable composite reliability and AVE. The service-marketing indicators ranged from 0.607 to 0.765. Although several fell below 0.708, all were retained because they represent the theoretically relevant product, price, place, promotion, people, process, and physical-evidence components. Removing indicators solely to improve the measurement statistics would narrow the construct’s content. Nevertheless, the moderate service-marketing loadings and AVE of 0.466 indicate that its convergent validity remained marginal. Overall, the results provided adequate but uneven support for indicator reliability and justified proceeding with the construct-level reliability and validity assessment.




4.2.2. Internal Consistency and Convergent Validity


Internal consistency reliability was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha, Dijkstra–Henseler’s rho_A, and composite reliability, while convergent validity was evaluated using the average variance extracted (AVE). Reliability coefficients of approximately 0.70 or higher and an AVE of 0.50 or higher were used as general evaluation criteria (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2019). These thresholds were treated as diagnostic guidelines rather than strict pass-or-fail rules because measurement quality should be evaluated by considering multiple statistical criteria, indicator performance, theoretical content, and the study context. Accordingly, the reliability and validity of each construct were assessed collectively rather than on the basis of a single coefficient.



As reported in Table 4, destination image demonstrated satisfactory internal consistency reliability, with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.793, rho_A of 0.877, and composite reliability of 0.814. All three coefficients exceeded the recommended value of 0.70. The construct also produced an AVE of 0.605, indicating that destination image explained 60.5% of the variance in its indicators. These results provide satisfactory evidence of both internal consistency reliability and convergent validity.



Destination loyalty intention also demonstrated satisfactory measurement properties. Its Cronbach’s alpha was 0.782, rho_A was 0.785, and composite reliability was 0.874. The AVE of 0.698 exceeded the recommended minimum of 0.50, indicating that the construct explained 69.8% of the variance in its indicators. Taken together, these results support the internal consistency reliability and convergent validity of destination loyalty intention.



The service marketing mix demonstrated satisfactory internal consistency reliability, with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.812, rho_A of 0.817, and composite reliability of 0.859. The consistency among these coefficients provides evidence that the indicators reliably represent the service marketing mix construct. Composite reliability is particularly relevant in PLS-SEM because it accounts for differences in indicator loadings, whereas Cronbach’s alpha assumes equal indicator contributions. The agreement among all three reliability coefficients therefore supports the internal consistency of the construct.



However, the AVE of the service marketing mix was 0.466, which was slightly below the recommended value of 0.50. This result indicates that the construct explained 46.6% of the variance in its indicators and, therefore, did not fully meet the conventional criterion for convergent validity. Nevertheless, the shortfall was modest, amounting to only 0.034 below the reference value, while the three internal consistency coefficients were satisfactory.



An AVE between 0.40 and 0.50 may be interpreted cautiously when composite reliability is satisfactory because a high composite reliability value indicates that the indicators consistently represent the underlying construct, even when the average variance extracted is slightly below 0.50. In the present study, the composite reliability of 0.859 provides supporting evidence for retaining the service marketing mix construct. This interpretation does not imply that the conventional AVE criterion was fully satisfied. Instead, it indicates satisfactory reliability but marginal convergent validity.



The comparatively lower AVE may reflect the conceptual breadth of the service marketing mix. Its indicators represent product, price, place, promotion, people, process, and physical evidence, which capture distinct but theoretically related aspects of the overall service offering. Although respondents may form a general evaluation of the service marketing mix, they may not assess all seven components in an identical manner. This conceptual heterogeneity may reduce the average shared variance among the indicators, even when the construct demonstrates satisfactory internal consistency. Retaining the complete set of indicators preserves the theoretical coverage of the service marketing mix, although its comparatively weaker convergent validity should be considered when interpreting the structural-model results.



Tourist satisfaction demonstrated satisfactory internal consistency reliability, with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.822, rho_A of 0.855, and composite reliability of 0.870. These coefficients exceeded the recommended value of 0.70. The construct also produced an AVE of 0.574, indicating that tourist satisfaction explained 57.4% of the variance in its indicators. Tourist satisfaction therefore satisfied the recommended criteria for both internal consistency reliability and convergent validity.



No indicators were removed solely to improve Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability, or AVE. Removing indicators exclusively on statistical grounds could artificially improve the measurement criteria while reducing the conceptual coverage of the constructs. This consideration was particularly relevant to the service marketing mix because deleting an indicator would exclude one of its theoretically important components. The complete set of service marketing mix indicators was therefore retained, and the marginal AVE was considered when interpreting the subsequent structural relationships.



Overall, destination image, destination loyalty intention, and tourist satisfaction demonstrated satisfactory internal consistency reliability and convergent validity. The service marketing mix also demonstrated satisfactory internal consistency reliability, although its AVE indicated marginal rather than fully established convergent validity. Collectively, the measurement results were considered sufficient to proceed with the structural-model assessment, subject to cautious interpretation of relationships involving the service marketing mix.




4.2.3. Discriminant Validity


Discriminant validity was first examined using the Fornell–Larcker criterion, under which the square root of each construct’s AVE should exceed its correlations with the other constructs (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). As shown in Table 5, the diagonal values ranged from 0.683 to 0.835 and exceeded the corresponding inter-construct correlations, which ranged from 0.218 to 0.558.



The square root of the AVE for destination image, 0.778, exceeded its correlations with destination loyalty intention, the service marketing mix, and tourist satisfaction. The same pattern was observed for destination loyalty intention, service marketing mix, and tourist satisfaction. The Fornell–Larcker results therefore indicated that each construct shared more variance with its own indicators than with the other constructs.



Discriminant validity was additionally evaluated using the heterotrait–monotrait ratio of correlations (Henseler et al., 2015). As shown in Table 6, the HTMT values ranged from 0.241 to 0.728, remaining below the conservative threshold of 0.85. The highest HTMT values occurred between destination image and the service marketing mix, 0.728, and between destination image and destination loyalty intention, 0.726. These results provide additional evidence that the constructs were empirically distinguishable.





4.3. Indicator-Level Collinearity Assessment


Indicator-level VIF values were examined as a supplementary diagnostic for the primary reflective model. Because the constructs were specified reflectively in the primary analysis, these values were not used to assess indicator reliability or to replace the outer-loading analysis. The service-marketing VIF values were subsequently reconsidered as part of the formative measurement assessment in the alternative robustness model reported in Section 4.10.1.



All original indicator VIF values were below the conservative threshold of 3.0, ranging from 1.035 for DI1 to 2.148 for TS4. The upper boundaries of their 95% bootstrap confidence intervals also remained below 3.0. For the service marketing mix, the VIF values ranged from 1.321 for SM1 to 1.795 for SM5. These results indicate that excessive indicator overlap was not evident in the primary model. The service-marketing VIF values also remained below the conservative criterion when the seven indicators were treated as formative components in the alternative model (see Table 7).




4.4. Structural-Model Collinearity


Before testing the structural relationships, collinearity among the predictor constructs was examined using inner-model VIF values. As shown in Table 8, the VIF values ranged from 1.082 to 1.422. The upper boundaries of the 95% bias-corrected confidence intervals ranged from 1.194 to 1.746. All values were substantially below the conservative threshold of 3.0, indicating that predictor collinearity was unlikely to critically distort the estimated structural coefficients (Hair et al., 2022).




4.5. Structural Model Assessment


The hypothesized structural relationships were assessed using bootstrapping with 5000 subsamples and a two-tailed significance level of 0.05. As shown in Table 9, four of the five direct hypotheses were supported.



Destination image was positively associated with tourist satisfaction, β = 0.199, t = 2.608, p = 0.009, supporting H1a. Destination image was also positively associated with destination loyalty intention, β = 0.330, t = 4.841, p < 0.001, supporting H1b.



The service marketing mix was not significantly associated with tourist satisfaction, β = 0.114, t = 1.252, p = 0.211. H2a was therefore not supported. However, the service marketing mix was positively associated with destination loyalty intention, β = 0.356, t = 5.464, p < 0.001, supporting H2b.



Tourist satisfaction was positively associated with destination loyalty intention, β = 0.134, t = 2.391, p = 0.017, supporting H3. Among the three predictors of loyalty intention, the service marketing mix produced the numerically largest standardized coefficient, followed by destination image and tourist satisfaction. This ordering should not be interpreted as evidence that the coefficients differed significantly unless a formal coefficient-difference test is reported.




4.6. Explanatory Power


The explanatory power of the structural model was evaluated using the coefficients of determination for the endogenous constructs. Destination image, the service marketing mix, and tourist satisfaction jointly explained 42.0% of the variance in destination loyalty intention, R2 = 0.420. This value indicates moderate explanatory power.



Destination image and the service marketing mix jointly explained 7.6% of the variance in tourist satisfaction, R2 = 0.076. This value indicates weak explanatory power and suggests that most of the variance in tourists’ satisfaction with Pai’s destination attributes was associated with factors not included in the model (see Table 10).




4.7. Effect-Size Assessment


The f2 effect sizes were examined to assess each predictor’s contribution to the explanatory power of its corresponding endogenous construct. Values of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 were used as conventional reference points for small, medium, and large effect sizes, respectively.



The service marketing mix had a medium effect size for destination loyalty intention, f2 = 0.157. Destination image had a small effect size approaching the medium reference point, f2 = 0.132. Tourist satisfaction had a small effect size for destination loyalty intention, f2 = 0.029.



Destination image had a small effect size for tourist satisfaction, f2 = 0.031, whereas the service marketing mix had a negligible effect size, f2 = 0.010. The effect-size pattern therefore indicates that destination image and the service marketing mix contributed more to the explained variance in loyalty intention than to the explained variance in tourist satisfaction (see Table 11).




4.8. Predictive Relevance


The model’s out-of-sample predictive relevance was assessed using PLSpredict (Shmueli et al., 2019). Both endogenous constructs produced positive Q2predict values, indicating that the PLS-SEM predictions outperformed the naïve mean-based benchmark.



Destination loyalty intention produced Q2predict = 0.387, RMSE = 0.795, and MAE = 0.642. Tourist satisfaction produced a substantially smaller positive value, Q2predict = 0.043, with RMSE = 0.999 and MAE = 0.727. These results indicate basic predictive relevance for both endogenous constructs, with stronger predictive relevance for destination loyalty intention than for tourist satisfaction. The low Q2predict value for tourist satisfaction is consistent with its low R2 value of 0.076, suggesting that destination image and the service marketing mix provided limited information for predicting tourists’ satisfaction evaluations (see Table 12).




4.9. Specific Indirect Associations Testing


The specific indirect associations of destination image and the service marketing mix with destination loyalty intention through tourist satisfaction were assessed using bootstrapping. Interpretation focused on whether the 95% bootstrap confidence interval for each indirect association included zero. A confidence interval excluding zero was interpreted as statistical support for an indirect association consistent with the proposed theoretical sequence. Because all constructs were measured concurrently, such support does not establish temporal mediation, causal ordering, or a mechanism through which one construct produced change in another (Zhao et al., 2010).



As shown in Table 13, destination image had a small positive specific indirect association with destination loyalty intention through tourist satisfaction, β = 0.027. The bootstrap mean was 0.030, with a small positive bias of 0.004, and the 95% bootstrap confidence interval, [0.002, 0.069], excluded zero. H4a was therefore statistically supported. This pattern is consistent with the proposed sequence linking destination image, satisfaction, and loyalty intention.



The direct association between destination image and destination loyalty intention also remained positive and statistically significant, β = 0.330, t = 4.841, p < 0.001. In conventional mediation terminology, the coexistence of positive direct and indirect associations corresponds statistically to complementary mediation. This classification is used descriptively and does not establish that destination image temporally preceded satisfaction or that satisfaction causally mediated the relationship with loyalty intention. The small magnitude of the indirect association further indicates that the supported statistical pattern was limited in size.



The specific indirect association between the service marketing mix and destination loyalty intention through tourist satisfaction was β = 0.015. The bootstrap mean was 0.019, with a bias of 0.004, and the 95% bootstrap confidence interval ranged from −0.008 to 0.059. Because the interval included zero, H4b was not statistically supported.



The direct association between the service marketing mix and destination loyalty intention remained positive and statistically significant, β = 0.356, t = 5.464, p < 0.001. In conventional mediation terminology, this combination corresponds to direct-only nonmediation. More precisely, the results show a positive direct association but no statistically supported specific indirect association through satisfaction. They do not demonstrate that the service marketing mix operates through a separate causal or temporal route.



Overall, the indirect-association analysis identified differentiated statistical patterns. Destination image exhibited both a positive direct association with loyalty intention and a small positive specific indirect association through satisfaction. The service marketing mix exhibited a positive direct association with loyalty intention, whereas its specific indirect association through satisfaction was not supported. These patterns are consistent with the symbolic, functional, and evaluative distinctions proposed by the framework, but they do not establish distinct temporal pathways or causal mechanisms.




4.10. Robustness Analyses


4.10.1. Alternative Formative Specification of the Service Marketing Mix


To assess whether the principal structural conclusions were sensitive to the reflective specification of the service marketing mix, the model was re-estimated by treating product, price, place, promotion, people, process, and physical evidence as formative components of perceived functional destination support. This alternative specification recognizes that the seven components represent distinct and potentially non-interchangeable aspects of destination service provision that collectively form the destination’s functional-support environment.



The outer VIF values for SM1 to SM7 ranged from 1.321 to 1.795, indicating that indicator collinearity was not problematic. The outer weights of SM1, SM3, SM4, and SM7 were statistically significant. Although the outer weights of SM2, SM5, and SM6 were not statistically significant, their outer loadings were positive and statistically significant. These indicators were therefore retained because they demonstrated relevant absolute contributions and represented theoretically necessary components of the extended service marketing mix.



SM3 exhibited a negative and statistically significant outer weight but a positive and statistically significant outer loading. This pattern indicates that its unique contribution, conditional on the remaining service-marketing components, differed from its positive absolute association with the composite. Given its acceptable VIF and theoretical importance to the place and accessibility component, SM3 was retained and interpreted cautiously.



The direct structural conclusions remained stable under the alternative specification. Destination image remained positively associated with tourist satisfaction, β = 0.164, p = 0.047, and destination loyalty intention, β = 0.294, p < 0.001. The service marketing mix remained positively associated with destination loyalty intention, β = 0.417, p < 0.001, whereas its association with tourist satisfaction remained statistically unsupported at the 5% level, β = 0.172, p = 0.066. Tourist satisfaction also remained positively associated with destination loyalty intention, β = 0.111, p = 0.046. Thus, the direction and hypothesis decisions of all direct relationships were unchanged under the alternative measurement specification.



These findings indicate that the principal conclusions concerning the direct structural associations were not dependent on specifying the service marketing mix reflectively. Specifically, the directions and hypothesis decisions for the direct associations among destination image, functional destination support, tourist satisfaction, and loyalty intention remained unchanged. The alternative model is presented as a robustness assessment of the direct structural relationships rather than as a replacement for the primary analytical specification (Table 14).




4.10.2. Alternative Operationalization of Destination Loyalty Intention


The primary model operationalized destination loyalty intention using three indicators. DLI2 and DLI3 directly captured revisit and recommendation intentions, whereas DLI1 captured respondents’ favorable overall evaluation of Pai’s tourism services. Because DLI1 represents an attitudinal–evaluative orientation rather than an explicit future behavioral intention, the complete model was re-estimated after removing DLI1. In this alternative specification, destination loyalty intention was measured exclusively through revisit and recommendation intentions.



The direct structural conclusions remained substantively stable. Destination image remained positively associated with destination loyalty intention, β = 0.314, t = 4.749, p < 0.001. The service marketing mix also remained positively associated with destination loyalty intention, β = 0.327, t = 4.751, p < 0.001, and tourist satisfaction remained positively associated with destination loyalty intention, β = 0.153, t = 2.731, p = 0.006. The relationships predicting tourist satisfaction were unchanged because the operationalization of tourist satisfaction and its predictors remained the same.



Removing DLI1 did not change the direction, statistical significance, or hypothesis decisions of the principal direct relationships. The results therefore indicate that the observed associations with destination loyalty intention were not dependent on including the broader attitudinal–evaluative content of DLI1.



The three-item specification was retained as the primary model because the study adopts a predominantly intentional conception of destination loyalty in which revisit and recommendation intentions constitute the core content, while DLI1 provides supplementary coverage of the favorable attitudinal orientation accompanying those intentions. Nevertheless, the construct is not characterized as a purely conative measure, and no claim is made that DLI1 itself represents an explicit behavioral intention.






5. Discussion


The findings provide partial support for the proposed symbolic–functional framework of destination loyalty intention. Destination image was positively associated with tourist satisfaction and destination loyalty intention, while the service marketing mix was positively associated with loyalty intention but not satisfaction. Tourist satisfaction was also positively associated with loyalty intention. The specific indirect association involving destination image was statistically supported, whereas the corresponding indirect association involving the service marketing mix was not. These findings indicate differentiated patterns of direct and indirect association among symbolic destination meaning, perceived functional destination support, attribute-level satisfaction, and loyalty intention. The terms symbolic, functional, and evaluative “routes” organize these theoretical distinctions and do not imply that the cross-sectional results establish separate temporal or causal mechanisms.



5.1. Destination Image as a Symbolic Route


Destination image was positively associated with tourist satisfaction, supporting H1a. This finding is consistent with previous research demonstrating that tourists’ cognitive beliefs and affective impressions are related to their post-visit evaluations (Chen & Tsai, 2007; Chi & Qu, 2008). Within the context of Pai, favorable perceptions of the destination’s attractiveness, distinctive small-destination character, and culture and lifestyle corresponded with more favorable evaluations of its tourism attributes.



The result is consistent with the proposed symbolic interpretation because destination image captures a broader representation of what Pai means to tourists. Visitors who perceive Pai as attractive and distinctive may evaluate its attractions, value, accessibility, information, and service encounters more favorably. Destination image may therefore be theoretically relevant as an interpretive frame associated with tourists’ assessments of destination attributes. However, the cross-sectional design does not establish the temporal direction of this relationship. It is also plausible that favorable experiences with destination attributes contributed to respondents’ reported images of Pai. The finding should consequently be interpreted as an association between favorable destination image and attribute-level satisfaction rather than as evidence that image caused satisfaction.



Destination image was also positively associated with destination loyalty intention, supporting H1b. This result is consistent with evidence that destination image remains related to revisit and recommendation intentions when tourist satisfaction and other evaluative variables are included in the model (Chen & Tsai, 2007; Chi & Qu, 2008; Prayag & Ryan, 2012). A favorable image may make Pai more readily recalled, symbolically meaningful, and distinguishable from competing destinations. Its natural landscape, cultural identity, and relaxed small-town character may create memorable associations that remain relevant when tourists consider future travel or recommend destinations to others.



The coefficient for destination image was numerically larger for loyalty intention than for tourist satisfaction. This pattern is compatible with the proposed argument that symbolic meaning may have particular relevance to tourists’ future orientation toward Pai. However, the difference between these coefficients was not formally tested. It should therefore not be interpreted as evidence that destination image had a statistically stronger association with loyalty intention than with satisfaction. The findings establish that both relationships were positive and statistically significant, but not that their magnitudes differed significantly.



The effect-size results provide further context. Destination image had a small effect size for tourist satisfaction, f2 = 0.031, but a larger, although still small, effect size for destination loyalty intention, f2 = 0.132. In addition, destination image and the service marketing mix jointly explained only 7.6% of the variance in satisfaction. These findings indicate that symbolic destination meaning represents only one component of tourists’ satisfaction evaluations. Other factors, such as perceived value, experience quality, authenticity, safety, crowding, environmental quality, and expectation confirmation, may account for substantial additional variance.




5.2. Service Marketing Mix as a Functional Route


Contrary to H2a, the service marketing mix was not significantly associated with tourist satisfaction. This finding differs from research reporting that service-marketing components are related to tourist satisfaction, although the relevance of individual components varies across tourism settings (Rahman et al., 2019). The nonsignificant relationship should not be interpreted as evidence that Pai’s tourism products, prices, accessibility, communication, service personnel, processes, and physical facilities are unimportant. Instead, it indicates that respondents’ shared overall evaluation of these conditions did not have a statistically significant association with their attribute-level satisfaction after destination image was included in the model.



One plausible explanation concerns the heterogeneity of the seven service-marketing components. Product, price, place, promotion, people, process, and physical evidence represent substantively different aspects of destination service provision. Tourists may evaluate some components favorably and others less favorably. For example, a respondent may appreciate Pai’s attractions and prices while experiencing difficulties with transportation, tourism information, or physical facilities. This heterogeneity creates a plausible alternative interpretation in which the seven components collectively form functional destination support rather than reflect a homogeneous underlying factor. However, the formative robustness analysis produced the same direct hypothesis decision: the association between functional destination support and satisfaction remained statistically unsupported at the 5% level. Thus, the nonsignificant relationship was not attributable solely to the primary reflective specification, although its magnitude varied across the two specifications.



In contrast, the service marketing mix was positively associated with destination loyalty intention, supporting H2b. This finding is consistent with the proposition that functional destination conditions may be directly relevant to tourists’ future behavioral intentions. Accessible tourism offerings, reasonable prices, useful information, effective service processes, responsive personnel, and appropriate physical facilities may reduce the practical uncertainty associated with revisiting Pai or recommending it to others (Abdullah et al., 2025; Rahman et al., 2019).



The formative robustness analysis reinforced this direct finding. When the seven service-marketing conditions were treated as formative components, functional destination support remained positively associated with loyalty intention, and the hypothesis decision was unchanged. This consistency indicates that the observed direct association was not an artifact of requiring the seven components to operate as reflective manifestations of a homogeneous construct. At the same time, the variation in outer weights confirms that the components did not contribute uniformly to the alternative composite and should not be interpreted as functionally interchangeable.



The functional interpretation proposed in this study distinguishes evaluations of the completed visit from perceptions relevant to the feasibility of future destination consumption. Tourists may report stronger intentions to revisit when Pai is perceived as accessible, affordable, recognizable, and manageable, even when these functional perceptions are not significantly associated with attribute-level satisfaction. Similarly, willingness to recommend Pai may correspond with perceptions that other visitors can access and navigate its tourism services with limited difficulty. These interpretations are theoretically plausible explanations for the observed association, but the cross-sectional design does not identify the process through which functional conditions become related to loyalty intention.




5.3. Tourist Satisfaction as an Evaluative Route


Tourist satisfaction was positively associated with destination loyalty intention, supporting H3. This result is consistent with previous research identifying satisfaction as an important correlate of tourists’ intentions to revisit and recommend destinations (Chi & Qu, 2008; Prayag & Ryan, 2012; Wang & Li, 2023). Favorable evaluations of attractions, value, accessibility, tourism information, facilities, and interpersonal services may reduce uncertainty regarding future visits and increase tourists’ confidence when recommending Pai to other people.



This finding is consistent with the evaluative route proposed in the framework. Here, the evaluative route denotes the theoretical relevance of tourists’ post-consumption assessments to loyalty intention rather than a temporally demonstrated process. Destination image captures the symbolic meaning assigned to Pai, and the service marketing mix captures respondents’ shared perceptions of functional destination support. Tourist satisfaction, by comparison, reflects respondents’ evaluations of the attributes experienced during their visits. The significant relationship between satisfaction and loyalty intention shows that these post-consumption evaluations were positively associated with loyalty intention when symbolic and functional destination assessments were simultaneously considered.



The interpretation of this relationship should recognize that the primary loyalty-intention construct includes a supplementary attitudinal–evaluative indicator. DLI2 and DLI3 directly capture revisit and recommendation intentions, whereas DLI1 reflects respondents’ favorable overall evaluation of Pai’s tourism services. Importantly, the positive association between satisfaction and destination loyalty intention remained statistically supported when DLI1 was removed. This robustness result reduces concern that the observed relationship was driven primarily by conceptual overlap between tourist satisfaction and the evaluative content of DLI1.




5.4. Indirect Relationships Through Tourist Satisfaction


The analysis provided partial support for the proposed indirect associations. Destination image exhibited a small positive specific indirect association with destination loyalty intention through tourist satisfaction, β = 0.027, 95% bootstrap CI [0.002, 0.069]. H4a was therefore statistically supported. The direct association between destination image and loyalty intention also remained positive and statistically significant, β = 0.330, t = 4.841, p < 0.001. In conventional statistical terminology, this combination corresponds to complementary mediation. However, the cross-sectional data do not establish that destination image preceded satisfaction or that satisfaction subsequently produced loyalty intention. The result should therefore be interpreted as a small indirect association consistent with, but not proof of, the proposed symbolic–evaluative sequence.



The specific indirect association between the service marketing mix and destination loyalty intention through tourist satisfaction was not supported, β = 0.015, 95% bootstrap CI [−0.008, 0.059]. H4b was therefore not supported. The service marketing mix nevertheless retained a positive direct association with loyalty intention, β = 0.356, t = 5.464, p < 0.001. This pattern is conventionally classified as direct-only nonmediation. More precisely, the findings show a positive direct association between functional destination support and loyalty intention but no statistically supported indirect association through satisfaction.



Overall, satisfaction was involved in a statistically supported indirect association for destination image but not for the service marketing mix. These differentiated patterns are consistent with the framework’s symbolic, functional, and evaluative distinctions. They should not be interpreted as evidence that tourists followed separate temporal pathways or that satisfaction operated as a causally established mediator.




5.5. Explanatory and Predictive Interpretation


The model explained 42.0% of the variance in destination loyalty intention, indicating moderate explanatory power. In comparison, it explained only 7.6% of the variance in tourist satisfaction. This contrast is consistent with the proposed framework’s greater ability to explain tourists’ future orientation toward Pai than their evaluations of specific destination attributes.



The PLSpredict results followed a similar pattern. Both endogenous constructs produced positive Q2predict values, indicating basic predictive relevance. Destination loyalty intention produced a substantially higher Q2predict value of 0.387 than tourist satisfaction, which produced a value of 0.043. The results therefore indicate stronger out-of-sample predictive relevance for loyalty intention than for satisfaction. However, without indicator-level comparisons against an appropriate linear-model benchmark, the predictive performance should not be classified as low, medium, or high (Shmueli et al., 2019).



The limited explanatory and predictive performance for satisfaction further indicates that destination image and the aggregate service marketing mix do not capture the full range of factors informing tourists’ evaluations of Pai. This outcome is theoretically plausible because satisfaction may be associated with numerous experiential and contextual factors that were not included in the model. The weak explanatory power should therefore be recognized as a boundary of the framework rather than treated only as a statistical limitation.




5.6. Overall Interpretation of the Symbolic–Functional Framework


Overall, the observed associations were partially consistent with the symbolic–functional framework. Destination image was positively associated with both attribute-level satisfaction and destination loyalty intention. The service marketing mix was positively associated with loyalty intention but not satisfaction. Tourist satisfaction was also positively associated with loyalty intention. The specific indirect association involving destination image was supported, whereas the one involving the service marketing mix was not. Accordingly, the evidence supports differentiated patterns of association among the constructs, rather than confirming separate temporal or causal routes.



These findings suggest that symbolic meaning, perceived functional support, and attribute-level satisfaction should not be treated as interchangeable explanations of loyalty intention. Destination image captures tourists’ interpretation of what Pai represents, the service marketing mix captures their shared evaluation of how its tourism system supports consumption, and satisfaction captures their evaluations of experienced destination attributes. Their differentiated cross-sectional associations suggest that loyalty intention corresponds with multiple post-visit considerations. However, the design does not determine whether these considerations occur sequentially, simultaneously, or reciprocally over time.



The robustness analysis further confirmed that the differentiated direct associations were maintained when destination loyalty intention was measured exclusively through revisit and recommendation intentions. Thus, although DLI1 broadens the primary construct by adding an attitudinal–evaluative element, the substantive direct conclusions were not dependent on that item. The primary construct should therefore be understood as predominantly intentional rather than exclusively intentional.





6. Conclusions and Implications


6.1. Conclusions


This study examined the associations among destination image, the service marketing mix, attribute-level tourist satisfaction, and destination loyalty intention among 231 Thai domestic tourists who had previously visited Pai. Destination image was positively associated with both tourist satisfaction and loyalty intention. The service marketing mix was positively associated with loyalty intention but not with satisfaction, while tourist satisfaction was positively associated with loyalty intention.



In the primary specification, destination loyalty intention was represented principally by revisit and recommendation intentions, with DLI1 providing supplementary attitudinal–evaluative coverage. The direct structural conclusions remained stable when DLI1 was excluded, indicating that the findings were not dependent on combining explicit behavioral intentions with an overall service evaluation.



The findings provide partial support for the proposed symbolic–functional framework. Destination image exhibited a positive direct association with loyalty intention and a small positive specific indirect association through tourist satisfaction. The service marketing mix exhibited a positive direct association with loyalty intention, whereas its specific indirect association through satisfaction was not supported. These patterns are consistent with differentiated symbolic, functional, and evaluative correlates of loyalty intention. They do not establish that the constructs operate through separate temporal routes or causal mechanisms.



Overall, the study extends satisfaction-centered accounts of destination loyalty by integrating destination image, functional destination support, and attribute-level satisfaction within a common framework and showing that their relationships with loyalty intention are not identical. These conclusions concern differentiated correlates rather than causal pathways and should be interpreted cautiously given the cross-sectional design, nonprobability sample, and measurement limitations.




6.2. Theoretical Implications


This study makes three theoretical contributions. First, it integrates destination-image and service-marketing perspectives within a common framework. Whereas destination-loyalty research has predominantly examined destination image and satisfaction, the extended service marketing mix has generally developed within a separate research stream. Bringing these constructs together shows that symbolic destination meaning, perceived functional destination support, and attribute-level satisfaction exhibit differentiated associations with loyalty intention. The contribution lies in their theoretical integration and empirical differentiation rather than in establishing causal pathways among them.



Second, the findings clarify the theoretical distinction among symbolic, functional, and evaluative routes to loyalty intention. Destination image was associated with both satisfaction and loyalty intention, and it also exhibited a small positive specific indirect association through satisfaction. The service marketing mix was associated with loyalty intention but not satisfaction, and its specific indirect association through satisfaction was unsupported. These results are consistent with differentiated symbolic, functional, and evaluative patterns of association. They do not establish that these constructs operate through distinct temporal processes or that functional destination support directly changes tourists’ future intentions.



This interpretation remains qualified because the seven service-marketing components were aggregated into a single reflective construct in the primary model and the construct’s AVE was below the conventional criterion. However, the alternative formative-composite specification produced the same directional and inferential conclusions for the direct structural relationships. This robustness result indicates that the principal direct findings were not dependent on treating the seven components as reflective manifestations of a common underlying evaluation. Nevertheless, the formative outer weights varied across the components, confirming that product, price, place, promotion, people, process, and physical evidence did not contribute uniformly to the composite. The analysis therefore supports cautious use of an overall functional-support construct without implying that all seven components operate identically. Future research should compare reflective, formative, multidimensional, and higher-order specifications using measurement instruments specifically designed to distinguish among these alternatives.



Third, the study qualifies satisfaction-centered accounts of destination loyalty. Satisfaction was positively associated with loyalty intention, and the specific indirect association linking destination image with loyalty intention through satisfaction was statistically supported. However, the indirect association was small, and the corresponding indirect association involving the service marketing mix was unsupported. Satisfaction therefore did not participate in a consistently supported indirect pattern for both destination-level predictors. These findings indicate that symbolic distinctiveness and functional feasibility remain relevant correlates of loyalty intention alongside evaluations of previous destination experiences (Sann et al., 2026; Sann & Siripipattaworn, 2024).



The study also clarifies the operational meaning of destination loyalty intention. Revisit intention and recommendation intention constitute the construct’s core conative content, while favorable overall evaluation provides supplementary evidence of respondents’ broader positive orientation toward Pai. Because the principal direct relationships remained stable after excluding the evaluative item, the findings cannot be attributed solely to conceptual overlap between destination evaluations and loyalty intention.




6.3. Practical Implications


Pai’s destination stakeholders should coordinate symbolic image stewardship with targeted improvements to its tourism service environment. Protecting Pai’s natural landscape, cultural character, local atmosphere, and small-destination identity may preserve the distinctive associations related to tourists’ revisit and recommendation intentions. Destination communication should accurately represent these characteristics so that promotional imagery remains consistent with tourists’ on-site experiences.



Functional improvement should focus on specific service-marketing components rather than assuming that the 7Ps perform uniformly. Destination managers should independently monitor tourism-product quality, pricing transparency, transportation and accessibility, information accuracy, service responsiveness, visitor processes, signage, sanitation, and physical facilities. Component-level assessment can identify whether functional weaknesses are concentrated in particular areas and prevent favorable performance in one component from obscuring deficiencies in another.



Tourist satisfaction should also be monitored at both attribute and global levels. The present study assessed satisfaction with attractions, value, convenience, facilities, information, and interpersonal service. These evaluations can help identify operational priorities, but they should be supplemented with a direct measure of tourists’ overall satisfaction. Combining attribute-level diagnostics with global evaluation would allow destination organizations to distinguish specific service problems from tourists’ overall judgments of Pai.



The low explained variance in satisfaction indicates that destination managers should also examine factors beyond image and the service marketing mix. Potential areas include perceived authenticity, crowding, environmental quality, safety, experience quality, expectation confirmation, and perceived value. These factors may be especially important in a small destination where rapid tourism development could affect local identity, environmental conditions, and the quality of visitor experiences.




6.4. Limitations and Future Research


Several limitations define the boundaries of the findings. First, the cross-sectional design prevents conclusions regarding temporal ordering or causality because destination image, service-marketing perceptions, satisfaction, and loyalty intentions were measured simultaneously. Longitudinal or repeated-measure studies should examine how pre-visit image, on-site perceptions, post-visit satisfaction, and subsequent behavior develop over time.



Second, purposive online sampling and respondent self-selection limit generalizability. The sample comprised only Thai domestic tourists and was concentrated among younger respondents and students. The findings therefore should not be generalized to all visitors to Pai, particularly international tourists, older travelers, or individuals who do not participate in online travel communities. Future studies should employ destination-based or probability-oriented sampling and compare domestic and international visitor segments.



Third, the measurement properties of destination image and the service marketing mix require further refinement. Although destination image demonstrated satisfactory internal consistency and convergent validity, it was measured using only three context-specific indicators, one of which exhibited a comparatively weak outer loading. Future studies should employ broader measures that distinguish cognitive, affective, and overall destination image. The service marketing mix demonstrated satisfactory internal consistency in the primary reflective model, although its AVE indicated marginal convergent validity. Because the seven components represent substantively distinct and potentially non-interchangeable service conditions, the construct was also estimated formatively in a robustness analysis. The direct structural conclusions remained unchanged under this alternative specification, reducing concern that the principal findings were artifacts of the reflective assumption. Nevertheless, the variation in indicator weights, including the negative conditional weight for the place and accessibility component, indicates that the internal composition of functional destination support requires further investigation. Future research should compare reflective, formative, multidimensional, and higher-order specifications using instruments developed explicitly for the intended measurement model and, where possible, include an appropriate global criterion for redundancy analysis.



Fourth, the original questionnaire included LGBTQ+ as a combined self-identification option alongside female and male. Although this inclusive option enabled respondents outside the binary categories to identify themselves, it did not distinguish sexual orientation from gender identity. Future research should measure sex assigned at birth, current gender identity, and sexual orientation through separate items and provide nonbinary, self-describe, and prefer-not-to-answer options.



Fifth, tourist satisfaction was measured through attribute-level evaluations rather than a global assessment. Future studies should distinguish between attribute-level and global satisfaction and examine whether they perform different explanatory or mediating roles. Destination loyalty intention was measured principally through revisit and recommendation intentions, together with one supplementary item capturing respondents’ favorable overall evaluation of Pai’s tourism services. Although the inclusion of DLI1 broadens the attitudinal coverage of the construct, it also means that the primary measure is not composed exclusively of explicit behavioral-intention items. The two-item robustness model showed that the principal direct conclusions remained stable when DLI1 was removed. Future research should nevertheless employ broader multi-item measures that separately assess revisit intention, recommendation intention, destination preference, attitudinal commitment, and actual loyalty behavior.



Sixth, the model explained only 7.6% of the variance in tourist satisfaction, indicating that important antecedents were omitted. Future research should incorporate perceived value, experience quality, authenticity, safety, environmental quality, crowding, destination attachment, and expectation confirmation to provide a more comprehensive explanation of satisfaction formation.



Finally, the indirect-association findings require replication using designs capable of establishing temporal ordering. Although the percentile bootstrap confidence interval supported a small indirect association between destination image and loyalty intention through satisfaction, this cross-sectional pattern does not establish that destination image preceded satisfaction or that satisfaction subsequently produced loyalty intention. The indirect association involving the service marketing mix was not supported. Future research should use longitudinal, time-lagged, repeated-measure, or experimental designs to test the proposed temporal sequence and should report direct, indirect, and total associations with corresponding confidence intervals. Additional studies should also examine alternative intervening constructs, including perceived value, destination attachment, memorable tourism experience, and perceived service quality.
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Figure 1. Symbolic, Functional, and Evaluative Routes to Destination Loyalty Intention. Source: Authors’ own elaboration. Note: “Routes” refers to the theoretical organization of the proposed associations. The cross-sectional model does not establish temporal ordering or causal mechanisms. 
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Table 1. Construct Operationalization and Measurement Items.
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Construct

	
Code

	
Standardized Item Wording

	
Reflective Interpretation

	
Original Source






	
Destination image

	
DI1

	
I perceive Pai as a distinctive small tourism destination.

	
Manifestation of Pai’s symbolic attractiveness and distinctiveness

	
Baloglu and McCleary (1999); Beerli and Martín (2004)




	
DI2

	
I perceive Pai as an attractive tourism destination.




	
DI3

	
I perceive Pai as having a distinctive culture and lifestyle.




	
Service marketing mix

	
SM1

	
Pai provides tourism products, including accommodation, entertainment, and attractions, that support visitors’ experiences.

	
Manifestation of a shared overall evaluation of functional destination support in the primary model; alternatively specified as a formative component in the robustness analysis

	
Verma and Rathore (2018)




	
SM2

	
The prices of tourism products and services in Pai are appropriate for visitors.




	
SM3

	
Tourism places and services in Pai are accessible and convenient for visitors.




	
SM4

	
Tourism information and promotional communication about Pai effectively support visitors.




	
SM5

	
Tourism service providers in Pai are responsible and efficient when assisting visitors.




	
SM6

	
Tourism service processes in Pai are convenient and manageable for visitors.




	
SM7

	
The physical environment and tangible facilities at Pai’s tourism attractions support visitors’ experiences.




	
Tourist satisfaction

	
TS1

	
I am satisfied with tourism attractions in Pai, such as Pai Canyon, Pai Walking Street, and other attractions.

	
Manifestation of attribute-level tourist satisfaction

	
Samith and Karnjanakit (2022)




	
TS2

	
I am satisfied with the quality and price of tourism products and services in Pai.




	
TS3

	
I am satisfied with the convenience, facilities, transportation, and accessibility available in Pai.




	
TS4

	
I am satisfied with the tourism information and promotional communication available about Pai.




	
TS5

	
I am satisfied with the services provided by tourism employees and members of the local community in Pai.




	
Destination loyalty intention

	
DLI1

	
I have a favorable overall evaluation of tourism services in Pai, including attractions, accommodation, restaurants, service employees, and community interactions.

	
Supplementary attitudinal–evaluative manifestation of a predominantly future-oriented loyalty construct

	
Lamai et al. (2020)




	
DLI2

	
I intend to revisit Pai in the future.

	
Core conative manifestation through revisit intention




	
DLI3

	
I am willing to recommend Pai to other people.

	
Core conative manifestation through recommendation intention








Note: DI = destination image; SM = service marketing mix; TS = tourist satisfaction; DLI = destination loyalty intention. All constructs were specified reflectively in the primary model. The service marketing mix represents tourists’ shared overall evaluation of functional destination support in the primary specification, although its seven indicators cover substantively distinct service-marketing conditions. An alternative robustness model treated these seven conditions as formative components of a functional destination support composite. Tourist satisfaction represents an aggregate attribute-level evaluation. Destination loyalty intention is interpreted as a predominantly future-oriented favorable disposition toward Pai. DLI2 and DLI3 directly capture its core conative expressions through revisit and recommendation intentions, whereas DLI1 provides supplementary attitudinal–evaluative coverage through respondents’ favorable overall evaluation of Pai’s tourism services. Because DLI1 is not an explicit behavioral-intention item, an alternative two-item specification using only DLI2 and DLI3 was estimated as a robustness analysis.













 





Table 2. Respondent Characteristics and Visitation Frequency (n = 231).
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	Characteristic
	Category
	n
	%





	Gender/sexual-identity self-identification
	Female
	106
	45.9



	
	Male
	90
	39.0



	
	LGBTQ+
	35
	15.2



	Occupation
	Student
	118
	51.1



	
	Other
	34
	14.7



	
	Freelance worker
	32
	13.9



	
	Office worker
	31
	13.4



	
	Civil servant
	16
	6.9



	Age
	Under 18 years
	7
	3.0



	
	18–25 years
	136
	58.9



	
	26–33 years
	57
	24.7



	
	34–40 years
	25
	10.8



	
	41 years or older
	6
	2.6



	Monthly income
	THB 10,000 or less
	58
	25.1



	
	THB 10,001–15,000
	48
	20.8



	
	THB 15,001–20,000
	48
	20.8



	
	THB 20,001–25,000
	33
	14.3



	
	THB 25,001–30,000
	22
	9.5



	
	More than THB 30,000
	22
	9.5



	Visits to Pai during the previous year
	1–2 visits
	165
	71.4



	
	3–4 visits
	35
	15.2



	
	5 visits
	16
	6.9



	
	More than 5 visits
	15
	6.5







Note: Electronic permission from a parent or legal guardian and electronic assent from each of the seven respondents younger than 18 years were obtained before participation. Note: The reported categories reproduce the self-identification options provided in the original questionnaire. LGBTQ+ is an umbrella term encompassing diverse sexual orientations and gender identities and is not interpreted as a discrete gender category. This variable was used only to describe the sample and was not included as a predictor, control variable, moderator, grouping variable, or component of the PLS-SEM analysis.













 





Table 3. Standardized Outer Loadings and Indicator Reliability.
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Construct

	
Indicator

	
Outer

Loading

	
Squared Loading

	
Variance Explained (%)

	
Assessment






	
Destination image

	
DI1

	
0.518

	
0.268

	
26.8

	
Weak; retained for theoretical coverage




	
DI2

	
0.912

	
0.832

	
83.2

	
Satisfactory




	
DI3

	
0.845

	
0.714

	
71.4

	
Satisfactory




	
Destination loyalty intention

	
DLI1

	
0.786

	
0.618

	
61.8

	
Empirically satisfactory; conceptual caution




	
DLI2

	
0.848

	
0.719

	
71.9

	
Satisfactory




	
DLI3

	
0.870

	
0.757

	
75.7

	
Satisfactory




	
Service marketing mix

	
SM1

	
0.607

	
0.368

	
36.8

	
Moderate; retained




	
SM2

	
0.693

	
0.480

	
48.0

	
Moderate; retained




	
SM3

	
0.647

	
0.419

	
41.9

	
Moderate; retained




	
SM4

	
0.678

	
0.460

	
46.0

	
Moderate; retained




	
SM5

	
0.765

	
0.585

	
58.5

	
Satisfactory




	
SM6

	
0.682

	
0.465

	
46.5

	
Moderate; retained




	
SM7

	
0.700

	
0.490

	
49.0

	
Close to preferred level; retained




	
Tourist satisfaction

	
TS1

	
0.774

	
0.599

	
59.9

	
Satisfactory




	
TS2

	
0.767

	
0.588

	
58.8

	
Satisfactory




	
TS3

	
0.764

	
0.584

	
58.4

	
Satisfactory




	
TS4

	
0.743

	
0.552

	
55.2

	
Satisfactory




	
TS5

	
0.737

	
0.543

	
54.3

	
Satisfactory








Note: Indicator reliability was calculated by squaring each standardized outer loading. Loadings of approximately 0.708 or higher indicate that the corresponding construct explains at least 50% of the indicator variance. Indicators loading between 0.40 and 0.708 were evaluated based on their theoretical relevance and implications for construct reliability, convergent validity, and content coverage (Hair et al., 2022, 2019). Values may differ slightly because of rounding.













 





Table 4. Internal Consistency Reliability and Convergent Validity.
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	Construct
	Cronbach’s α
	rho_A
	Composite

Reliability
	AVE
	Assessment





	Destination image
	0.793
	0.877
	0.814
	0.605
	Satisfactory reliability and convergent validity



	Destination loyalty intention
	0.782
	0.785
	0.874
	0.698
	Satisfactory reliability and convergent validity



	Service marketing mix
	0.812
	0.817
	0.859
	0.466
	Satisfactory reliability; marginal convergent validity



	Tourist satisfaction
	0.822
	0.855
	0.870
	0.574
	Satisfactory reliability and convergent validity







Note: Cronbach’s α = Cronbach’s alpha; rho_A = Dijkstra–Henseler’s reliability coefficient; AVE = average variance extracted. Reliability coefficients of approximately 0.70 or higher and AVE values of 0.50 or higher were used as general evaluation guidelines.













 





Table 5. Fornell–Larcker Criterion.
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	Construct
	DI
	DLI
	SM
	TS





	Destination image
	0.778
	
	
	



	Destination loyalty intention
	0.551
	0.835
	
	



	Service marketing mix
	0.525
	0.558
	0.683
	



	Tourist satisfaction
	0.258
	0.297
	0.218
	0.757







Note: DI = destination image; DLI = destination loyalty intention; SM = service marketing mix; TS = tourist satisfaction. Bold diagonal values are the square roots of the AVE; off-diagonal values are inter-construct correlations.













 





Table 6. Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratios.
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	Construct
	DI
	DLI
	SM
	TS





	Destination image
	--
	
	
	



	Destination loyalty intention
	0.726
	--
	
	



	Service marketing mix
	0.728
	0.671
	--
	



	Tourist satisfaction
	0.356
	0.350
	0.241
	--







Note: DI = destination image; DLI = destination loyalty intention; SM = service marketing mix; TS = tourist satisfaction. HTMT values below 0.85 indicate that discriminant validity is likely to be established (Henseler et al., 2015).













 





Table 7. Supplementary Indicator-Level Collinearity Assessment.
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	Construct
	Indicator
	VIF
	Bootstrap Mean
	Bias
	95% Bootstrap CI





	Destination image
	DI1
	1.035
	1.045
	0.010
	[1.003, 1.109]



	
	DI2
	1.476
	1.499
	0.023
	[1.224, 1.865]



	
	DI3
	1.439
	1.461
	0.022
	[1.207, 1.788]



	Destination loyalty intention
	DLI1
	1.450
	1.481
	0.031
	[1.217, 1.783]



	
	DLI2
	1.757
	1.789
	0.032
	[1.450, 2.181]



	
	DLI3
	1.868
	1.904
	0.035
	[1.524, 2.350]



	Service marketing mix
	SM1
	1.321
	1.370
	0.049
	[1.135, 1.545]



	
	SM2
	1.584
	1.651
	0.067
	[1.326, 1.846]



	
	SM3
	1.621
	1.696
	0.074
	[1.333, 1.928]



	
	SM4
	1.487
	1.568
	0.081
	[1.240, 1.748]



	
	SM5
	1.795
	1.874
	0.079
	[1.405, 2.213]



	
	SM6
	1.484
	1.556
	0.072
	[1.222, 1.773]



	
	SM7
	1.411
	1.476
	0.065
	[1.152, 1.733]



	Tourist satisfaction
	TS1
	1.481
	1.521
	0.039
	[1.232, 1.792]



	
	TS2
	1.763
	1.811
	0.048
	[1.432, 2.170]



	
	TS3
	2.031
	2.091
	0.060
	[1.646, 2.498]



	
	TS4
	2.148
	2.211
	0.063
	[1.752, 2.586]



	
	TS5
	1.565
	1.624
	0.059
	[1.280, 1.957]







Note: VIF = variance inflation factor; CI = confidence interval. Indicator-level VIF values are reported as supplementary diagnostics and do not replace the assessment of reflective indicator loadings.













 





Table 8. Structural-Model Collinearity Assessment.
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	Endogenous Construct
	Predictor Relationship
	VIF
	Bootstrap Mean
	Bias
	95% Bias-Corrected CI





	Destination loyalty intention
	DI → DLI
	1.422
	1.456
	0.033
	[1.190, 1.746]



	Destination loyalty intention
	SM → DLI
	1.394
	1.427
	0.033
	[1.178, 1.705]



	Destination loyalty intention
	TS → DLI
	1.082
	1.114
	0.031
	[1.010, 1.194]



	Tourist satisfaction
	DI → TS
	1.380
	1.399
	0.019
	[1.162, 1.738]



	Tourist satisfaction
	SM → TS
	1.380
	1.399
	0.019
	[1.162, 1.738]







Note: DI = destination image; SM = service marketing mix; TS = tourist satisfaction; DLI = destination loyalty intention; VIF = variance inflation factor; CI = confidence interval.













 





Table 9. Structural Relationships and Hypothesis Testing.
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	Hypothesis
	Relationship
	β
	Bootstrap Mean
	SE
	t
	p
	Decision





	H1a
	DI → TS
	0.199
	0.211
	0.076
	2.608
	0.009
	Supported



	H1b
	DI → DLI
	0.330
	0.325
	0.068
	4.841
	<0.001
	Supported



	H2a
	SM → TS
	0.114
	0.127
	0.091
	1.252
	0.211
	Not supported



	H2b
	SM → DLI
	0.356
	0.358
	0.065
	5.464
	<0.001
	Supported



	H3
	TS → DLI
	0.134
	0.139
	0.056
	2.391
	0.017
	Supported







Note: DI = destination image; DLI = destination loyalty intention; SM = service marketing mix; TS = tourist satisfaction; β = standardized path coefficient; SE = bootstrap standard error. Values reported as p = 0.000 in the SmartPLS output are presented as p < 0.001.













 





Table 10. Explanatory Power of the Structural Model.
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	Endogenous Construct
	R2
	Bootstrap Mean
	Bias
	SD
	t
	p
	95% Bootstrap CI
	Interpretation





	Destination loyalty intention
	0.420
	0.434
	0.014
	0.064
	6.619
	<0.001
	[0.281, 0.533]
	Moderate



	Tourist satisfaction
	0.076
	0.099
	0.023
	0.050
	1.536
	0.125
	[0.010, 0.163]
	Weak







Note: R2 = coefficient of determination; SD = bootstrap standard deviation; CI = confidence interval.













 





Table 11. Effect Sizes of the Structural Relationships.
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	Relationship
	f2
	Bootstrap Mean
	SD
	t
	p
	Magnitude





	DI → DLI
	0.132
	0.138
	0.062
	2.127
	0.033
	Small, approaching medium



	DI → TS
	0.031
	0.041
	0.029
	1.082
	0.279
	Small



	SM → DLI
	0.157
	0.168
	0.065
	2.435
	0.015
	Medium



	SM → TS
	0.010
	0.021
	0.023
	0.441
	0.659
	Negligible



	TS → DLI
	0.029
	0.035
	0.026
	1.119
	0.263
	Small







Note: DI = destination image; SM = service marketing mix; TS = tourist satisfaction; DLI = destination loyalty intention; SD = bootstrap standard deviation. The labels describe the numerical magnitudes of the f2 values.













 





Table 12. PLSpredict Results.
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	Endogenous Construct
	Q2predict
	RMSE
	MAE
	Interpretation





	Tourist satisfaction
	0.043
	0.999
	0.727
	Limited but positive predictive relevance



	Destination loyalty intention
	0.387
	0.795
	0.642
	Stronger positive predictive relevance







Note: Q2predict values greater than zero indicate that the PLS-SEM predictions outperform the naïve mean-based benchmark. RMSE = root mean squared error; MAE = mean absolute error. Relative predictive power requires comparison with an appropriate benchmark model.













 





Table 13. Specific Indirect Associations Through Tourist Satisfaction.
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	Hypothesis
	Indirect

Relationship
	β
	Bootstrap Mean
	Bias
	95% Bootstrap CI
	Decision
	Statistical Pattern





	H4a
	DI → TS → DLI
	0.027
	0.030
	0.004
	[0.002, 0.069]
	Supported
	Positive direct and indirect associations; conventionally classified as complementary mediation



	H4b
	SM → TS → DLI
	0.015
	0.019
	0.004
	[−0.008, 0.059]
	Not supported
	Positive direct association; indirect association unsupported







Note: DI = destination image; SM = service marketing mix; TS = tourist satisfaction; DLI = destination loyalty intention; β = standardized specific indirect association; CI = percentile bootstrap confidence interval. An indirect association was considered statistically supported when its 95% bootstrap confidence interval did not include zero. “Complementary mediation” and “direct-only nonmediation” are used only as conventional statistical classifications. Because the data are cross-sectional, these classifications do not establish temporal ordering or causal mediation.













 





Table 14. Direct Structural Relationships under the Alternative Formative Specification.
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	Relationship
	β
	SE
	t
	p
	Comparison with Primary Model





	DI → TS
	0.164
	0.083
	1.987
	0.047
	Direction and decision unchanged



	DI → DLI
	0.294
	0.068
	4.321
	<0.001
	Direction and decision unchanged



	SM → TS
	0.172
	0.093
	1.840
	0.066
	Remained unsupported at 5%



	SM → DLI
	0.417
	0.071
	5.868
	<0.001
	Direction and decision unchanged



	TS → DLI
	0.111
	0.056
	1.997
	0.046
	Direction and decision unchanged







Note: DI = destination image; SM = service marketing mix; TS = tourist satisfaction; DLI = destination loyalty intention; SE = bootstrap standard error. The service marketing mix was specified as a formative composite. This robustness assessment focuses on the stability of the direct structural relationships under the alternative measurement specification.
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