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 The purpose of this study was to examine the effect of electronic word of mouth and destination 
image on revisit intention through the mediating variable of destination trust. Questionnaires were 
distributed to 120 millennial tourists who had visited Gembira Loka Zoo in Yogyakarta for the first 
time. The analysis used structural equation modeling and showed that electronic word of mouth 
and destination image had both direct and indirect effects on the revisit intention of the tourists. 
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1. Introduction 
 
 

Millennial tourists are new to the tourism market (Pendergast, 2010). Millennials have the highest purchasing power and 
activity rates on social media and are in an age group where connecting to other people is very important. One of the activities 
carried out by millennial tourists before making a purchase is seeking information, for example, by browsing for reviews from 
other travelers on Facebook, websites, or Instagram. Bennett (2014) reported that 74% of travelers make purchasing decisions 
based on social media. Therefore, examining the behavior of millennial tourists is very important for travel destinations. 
Millennial tourists were chosen for this study because a growing number of millennials who use social media are influenced 
by it when making purchasing decisions. The growth in the use of social media affects the behavior of millennial tourists. 
Social media enables anyone with an internet connection to communicate with everyone else. Social media covers seven broad 
categories: forums and message boards, review and opinion sites, social networks, blogging, microblogging, bookmarking, 
and media sharing (Sterve, 2010). A person's online identity comprises daily posts, shared photos, profile updates, and post 
comments. For millennials, a social media account is a prerequisite for maintaining personal relationships and being socially 
active (Tsay-Vogel, 2016). As millennials are the digital natives (Prensky, 2012), internet-based booking platforms became a 
necessity for the survival of tourism businesses. Millennial tourists are a different generation of tourists that need to be studied 
to identify marketing strategies that meet their needs. This study was carried out in a zoo because it was not only a recreational 
park for children but also a place of research, education, and conservation. The world was changing, and there was evidence 
of positive public education about conservation. Thus, there is a need to investigate the target markets for tourism, such as 
millennial tourists, and the process of their decision-making and post-purchase decision to revisit the zoo. This information is 
important because millennial tourists have different aspirations in their daily posts, group photos, profile updates, comments 
and reviews regarding the places that they have visited. Travel destinations must be able to identify with millennials and their 
lifestyles, and any marketing strategy must be compatible with their needs and aspirations. One way to do this is by paying 
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attention to changes in consumer behavior. Managers need to identify attractive activities that will attract millennial tourists 
so that they will visit or revisit the travel destination. Consequently, managers should be interested in the factors that affect 
the intention of tourists to revisit because the cost of maintaining previous visitors is lower than the cost of attracting new 
visitors (Um et al., 2006). Holiday activities or marketing strategies should lead to millennial tourists revisiting, so 
understanding why tourists revisit is important since these intentions are strong predictors of future behavior (Ajzen, 1991). 
 
Visitors’ trust is one of the most important constructs for predicting future intentions to revisit a tourist destination (Morgan 
& Hunt, 1994) and the basis for a successful relationship (Moorman et al., 1993). Tourists will revisit a destination because 
of the image of the destination, and a strong image can increase tourists’ trust in the destination. In recent years, the way 
customers search for information on products and services has changed from using traditional sources to electronic word of 
mouth (eWOM). eWOM, such as social networking and review posts, has become one of the most influential means of 
transmitting information (Gruen, Osmonbekov, and Czaplewski, 2006). Reviews have caught on among travelers and tourists 
as it is possible to review and share experiences, comments, and photographs of their travel (Papathanassis & Knolle, 2011). 
Many social media platforms provide tourism information including Facebook, MySpace, Booking.com, and 
Tripadvisor.com. There are also many travel blogs that can influence decision-making when choosing a travel destination 
(Wilson et al., 2012; Xiang & Gretzel, 2010).  
 
eWOM is one of the most frequently sought sources of information for people interested in traveling (Yoon & Uysal, 2005). 
Compete (2007) found a third of travelers visited message boards, forums, or online communities before making online 
purchases because they believed online reviews helped them to make purchasing decisions. Gretzel and Yoo (2008) also 
pointed out that readers often saw reviews given by other travelers as more up-to-date, pleasant, and reliable information than 
the information available from travel service providers. Forrester Research (2006) estimated that 34.7% of online spending is 
related to travel, and a recent survey indicated that more than 74% of travelers use the comments of other consumers as reliable 
information when planning trips for pleasure (Gretzel & Yoo, 2008). Thus, it is essential to study eWOM because it can have 
a more powerful effect on consumer behavior and intentions than traditional WOM (Jeong & Jang, 2011). Previous research 
into the influence of destination image on destination trust conducted by Chen and Phou (2013), Pujiastuti et al. (2017a), 
Aprilia et al. (2019), Yerizal and Abror (2019), and Hsu and Liping (2009) concluded that destination image affected 
destination trust. The similarity in the findings of these studies led us to investigate the effect of destination image on 
destination trust. Recent studies of the effect of eWOM on destination trust found that the destination image also influenced 
destination trust (Aprilia et al., 2019; Yerizal & Abror, 2019). The findings of these studies were similar, leading us to explore 
the effect of destination image on trust. A study on the effect of eWOM and destination trust on revisit intention was recently 
conducted by Abu Bakr and Ilkan (2016). Pujiastuti et al. (2017a, 2017b) found that destination trust affected behavior 
intention (one of the indicators used for revisit intention). Similarly, Destiana et al. (2019) also found that destination image 
influenced post behavior intention (one of the indicators used for revisit intention). The consistency of the results of these 
studies led us to investigate the effect of eWOM and trust on revisit intention. Abu Bakar and Ilkan (2016) also found that 
destination trust influenced revisit intention, and Pujiastuti et al. (2017a, 2017b) concluded that destination trust influenced 
behavior intention (one of the indicators used for revisit intention). The similarity of these results led us to investigate the 
relationship between eWOM and destination trust. There have been several studies of the influence of destination image on 
revisit intention (Prayogo & Kusumawardhani, 2016; Chen & Tsai, 2007; Chi & Qu, 2008; Choi, Tkachenko, and Sil, 2011; 
Assaker and Hallak, 2013). Destiana et al. (2019) also showed that destination image influenced post behavior intention (one 
of the indicators used for revisit intention). The similarity in the findings of these studies led us to investigate the influence of 
eWOM on destination trust. Based on this gap analysis, we identified a lack of information on the effect of eWOM on 
destination trust and revisit intention in the field of tourism. Although previous studies were consistent, a thorough 
understanding of trust and the factors that determine the trust tourists place in a travel destination is still lacking. Consequently, 
we decided to investigate the effects of the destination image and eWOM on destination trust and revisit intention. 
 
This study makes several theoretical contributions to the understanding of tourism. First, this study developed a unified 
theoretical framework for the importance of destination image and eWOM in the process of choosing a destination. Since 
many destination images are built from positive online reviews, this leads to the belief that it will reduce the risk of 
dissatisfaction. Second, the purpose of this study was to analyze the relationship between destination image, eWOM, 
destination trust, and revisit intention by using the theories of trust and motivation for the first time. Third, this research 
broadens the existing understanding of the decision-making process of tourists who revisit a destination, how destination 
image and eWOM affect both destination trust, and the desire to visit again based on a narrow conceptual lens. These 
relationships have not been examined intensively or directly for tourism. 
 
2. Literature review 
 
2.1. Destination image  
 
Baloglu and McCleary (1999) defined a destination image as the expression of all knowledge, impressions, prejudices, and 
emotional thoughts that an individual or group has of a particular object or place. According to Echtner and Ritchie (1991), 
the destination image is frequently described as simply the “impressions of a place” or the “perceptions of an area.” 
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2.2 eWOM 
 
The advent of the internet has extended the idea of word of mouth to an online context known as the electronic word of mouth 
(eWOM), which can reach large audiences within a short time (Abubakar & Ilkan, 2013). Kietzmann and Canhoto (2013) 
defined eWOM as any statement that is based on positive, neutral, or negative experiences made by potential, actual, or 
experience of a product, service, brand, or company, and which is made available to a multitude of people and institutions via 
the internet (for example, through websites, social networks, instant messages, and news feeds). eWOM communication is 
any positive or negative statements made by consumers about products or services that are posted on the internet for individ-
uals and institutions to read (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004). Dellarocas (2003) indicated that online WOM could have important 
implications for managers in terms of brand building, product development, and quality assurance. 
 
2.3 Destination Trust 
 
Trust can be defined as the certainty that one party has in an exchange partner’s reliability and integrity (Sirdeshmukh, Singh, 
& Sabol, 2002). Trust towards a tourist destination can be defined as a multidimensional construct, which includes the local 
inhabitants, and public and private institutions that are honest, benevolent, and competent (Marinao, Torres, and Chasco, 
2012). According to Abubakar and Ilkan (2016), destination trust is a visitor’s willingness to rely on the ability of a med-tour 
destination to perform its advertised functions. Destination trust has also been seen as the reliability of important elements 
pertaining to a location. These elements have been defined as honesty, benevolence, and the competence of local inhabitants 
(Vogt & Fesenmaier, 1995; Pizam, 1999), public institutions (Saxena, 2003), and private institutions (Kim et al., 2009; Vás-
quez, Suárez and Bíaz, 2005). Peter and Oslon (2013) proposed that prominent trust in an object will have an association with 
the product. 
 
2.4 Revisit Intention 
 
The intention to revisit is an eagerness to visit the same place, facility, or location more than once (Cole and Scott, 2004). 
 
3. Research Model 
 
The managers of a destination are interested in finding out why millennial tourists want to go back to visit a place, based on 
the variables of destination image, eWOM, and trust. This study was developed from the research of Pujiastuti et al. (2017), 
Aprilia et al. (2019), Abubakar et al. (2017), and Prayogo and Kusumawardhani, (2016). The research model developed in 
our study is shown in Fig. 1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig. 1. Research Model  
 
3.1 Hypotheses 
 
Pujiastuti et al. (2017), Aprilia et al. (2019), Yerizal and Abror (2019), Hsu and Liping (2009), and Chen and Phou (2013) 
proposed that destination image had a significant effect on destination trust. Therefore, the first hypothesis of this study was 
H1: Destination image has a significant effect on destination trust. Abubakar et al. (2017), Aprilia et al. (2019), and Yerizal 
and Abror (2019) found that eWOM had a significant effect on destination trust. Therefore, our second hypothesis was H2: 
eWOM has a significant effect on destination trust. Prayogo and Kusumawardhani (2016) found that the destination image 
affected the revisit intention. The results of the study from Chen and Tsai (2007), Chi and Qu (2008), Choi, Tkachenko, and 
Sil (2011), and Assaker and Hallak (2013) also concluded that destination image influenced the destination selection process 
and the intention of tourists to revisit. Court and Lupton (1997) found that a positive image of a destination positively affected 
the intention of tourists to revisit the place. Destination image plays two important roles in behavior: (1) influencing the 
decision-making process when choosing a destination and (2) conditioning behavior after making a decision, including par-
ticipation (on-site experience), evaluation (satisfaction) and future behavioral intentions (for example, intention to revisit and 
willingness to recommend the destination to others) (Ashworth & Goodall, 1988; Bigne et al., 2001; Cooper, Fletcher, Gilbert, 
and Wanhill, 1993; Lee et al., 2005; Mansfeld, 1992). After considering these previous studies, we proposed hypothesis H3: 
Destination image has a significant effect on revisit intention. The results of research conducted by Prayogo and 
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Kusumawardhani (2016) showed that eWom influenced revisit intention. Abu bakar and Ilkan (2016) reported that eWOM 
and trust in tourist destinations affected the desire of tourists to revisit. Therefore, we proposed hypothesis H4: eWOM has a 
significant effect on revisit intention. A study by Prayogo and Kusumawardhani (2016) pointed out that eWOM influenced 
the revisit intention. On the other hand, Abu Bakar and Ilkan (2016) stated that eWOM and trust in tourist destinations affected 
the desire of tourists to revisit. Therefore, we proposed hypothesis H5: Trust has a significant effect on revisit intention. 
 
The item scale used to assess the destination image, eWOM, destination trust, and revisit intention was adapted and validated 
from the previous studies. The respondents were asked to share the extent of their search for information, their consideration 
during the decision-making process, and their enjoyment of the destination by filling in a questionnaire. The questionnaire 
was divided into two parts. The first part of the questionnaire covered demographic information such as gender, age, and 
education. The second part contained 28 items for measuring the variables destination image, eWOM, destination trust, and 
revisit intention. Each construct was assessed on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 
agree). The items in the questionnaire were ordered randomly. Destination image was measured using instruments developed 
by Chen and Phou (2013) and Munhurrun et al. (2014) and consisted of six items. eWOM was measured using an instrument 
developed by Prayogo et al. (2016), Abubakar et al. (2016), and Goyette et al. (2010) and consisted of eight items. Destination 
trust was measured using an instrument developed by Pujiastuti et al. (2017), which included six items. Revisit intention was 
measured by five items from an instrument developed by Pratmaningsih et al. (2014) and Abubakar et al. (2016). The data 
used in this study were collected from tourists who visited Gembira Loka Zoo in Yogyakarta in October 2019. Questions were 
distributed to 120 millennial tourists who had recently visited the zoo. All respondents were recruited voluntarily. The re-
spondents were asked to evaluate the items in the questionnaire. A total of 120 respondents completed the questionnaire, and 
all 120 responses were used (100% response rate).  SPSS 15 and AMOS 7 software packages were used for Exploratory Factor 
Analysis (EFA), Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), and Structural Equation Modelling (SEM).  
 
4. Findings 
 
In this survey, 120 people participated and two third of them were female. Other personal characteristics of the respondents 
are shown in Fig. 2. 
 

   
Age Educational background Occupation 

Fig. 2. Personal characteristics of the respondents  
 
4.1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Structural Equation Modelling 
 
We used CFA to test for convergent validity (Kumar et al., 1998) and found that each item that measured the latent variables 
had a statistically significant effect (loading factor > 0.7 and p-value < 0.05). The loading factor for each item of the destination 
image was between 0.796 and 0.874; for eWOM, it was between 0.825 and 0.893; for destination image, it was between 0.756 
and 0.900; and for revisit intention, it was between 0.864 and 0.799. In this study, CFA employed SEM and the AMOS 15 
software package to determine the level of compatibility of each item with its latent variable. 
 
Table 1  
Cronbach’s Alpha for Internal Consistency 

Variable Item Cronbach’s Alpha  Variable Item Cronbach’s Alpha  
Destination Image 6 0.9207 Destination Trust 6 0.9368 
eWOM 8 0.9440 Revisit Intention 5 0.9285 

Source: Research Data, 2019  
 
Cronbach’s alpha was used to assess the reliability of each group of items from the latent variable. A Cronbach's alpha > 0.70 
indicated a strong internal consistency (Nunnally, 1978). Table 1 shows the Cronbach's alpha for each variable was in the 
range of 0.921 to 0.929 and confirmed that there was strong internal consistency. The estimation results from the SEM are 
summarized in Table 3. These results showed that the model was a good fit (X2 = 1.132, CFI = 0.986, GFI = 0.848, TLI = 
0.984, NFI = 0.816, RMSEA = 0.033). This study used revisit intention and destination trust as the dependent variables and 
destination image and eWOM as the independent variables. 
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Table 2 
Results from the SEM 

Effect between Variables Estimate S.E. C.R. P Hypothesis 
Destination Image   Destination Trust 0.359 0.079 4.556 0.000 Accepted 

Electronic Word of Mouth   Destination Trust 0.465 0.085 5.489 0.000 Accepted 
Destination Image   Revisit Intention 0.176 0.081 2.177 0.029 Accepted 

Electronic Word of Mouth   Revisit Intention 0.178 0.087 2.037 0.042 Accepted 
Destination Trust   Revisit Intention 0.724 0.129 5.612 0.000 Accepted 

 
We found that the destination image had a positive and significant effect on destination trust (β = 0.359, p = 0.000 < 0.05), so 
hypothesis H1 was accepted. Similarly, eWOM also had a positive and significant effect on destination trust (β = 0.465, p = 
0.000 < 0.05), so hypothesis H2 was accepted. eWOM had a stronger influence on destination trust than did destination image. 
Destination image had a positive and significant effect on revisit intention (β = 0.176, p = 0.029 < 0.05), so hypothesis H3 
was accepted. eWOM also had a positive and significant effect on revisit intention (β = 0.178, p = 0.042 < 0.05), so hypothesis 
H4 was accepted. Similarly, destination trust had a significant influence on revisit intention (β = 0.724, p = 0.000 < 0.05), so 
hypothesis H5 was accepted. The indirect effects of these variables were that the influence of eWOM and destination image 
on revisit intention would be greater if they also increased destination trust. 
 
5. Discussion  
 
5.1 The destination image had a significant effect on destination trust 
 
The respondents in this research were millennial tourists who were visiting the destination for the first time, so their trust in 
the destination involved the destination image. This study revealed that the destination image had a significant and positive 
influence on destination trust. This finding implied that if the destination image were positive, tourists would be more likely 
to trust the destination. Conversely, if the destination image were negative, tourists would be more likely to mistrust the 
destination. The results of this study strengthen the findings of Pujiastuti et al. (2017), Aprilia et al. (2019), Yerizal and Abror 
(2019), Hsu and Liping (2009), and Chen and Phou (2013), who also found that destination image influenced destination trust. 
After visiting a destination, tourists compare their expectations with the reality of the visit. If the expectations were in accord-
ance with the reality of the destination, the image of the destination became stronger and vice versa. A strong image for a 
destination leads tourists to trust the destination, with the result that the branding becomes stronger. For example, the millen-
nial tourist expects that an animal farm will be safe. If the animal farm is safe when they visit it, this reinforces the cognitive 
perception of the tourists and leads to them having feelings of trust. 
 
5.2 eWOM had a significant effect on destination trust 
 
|The respondents in this research were millennial tourists who were visiting the destination for the first time, so their trust in 
the destination involved eWOM. This study found that eWOM had a significant and positive influence on destination trust. If 
the eWOM experienced by tourists was positive, they were more likely to trust the destination. Conversely, if the eWOM was 
negative, tourists were less likely to trust the destination. The results of this study were consistent with the research of Abu-
bakar et al. (2017), Aprilia et al. (2019), and Yerizal and Abror (2019), who found that eWOM influenced destination trust. 
Trust needs to be further investigated to establish the factors that influence the trust of a destination. eWOM is an important 
factor that influences trust in a destination, and which is directly related to viral marketing. Viral marketing is the process of 
individual marketing to each other (Subramani and Rajagopalan, 2003). Therefore, eWOM attracts the attention of tourism 
marketing because tourists have direct access to many larger sources of information. Tourists are also able to make online 
purchases instead of relying on a travel agent (Morrison et al., 2001). 
 
5.3 The destination image had a significant effect on revisit intention 
 
The respondents in this research were millennial tourists who were visiting the destination for the first time, so they evaluated 
the destination based on its brand or image. This study found that destination image had a significant and positive influence 
on the intention to visit again. If the image of the destination was positive, it increased the desire of tourists to visit the 
destination again. Similarly, if the image of the destination was perceived negatively by tourists, they were less likely to visit 
again and they would look for alternative destinations instead. These findings were similar to the results of studies by Prayogo 
and Kusumawardhani (2016), Chen and Tsai (2007), and Chi and Qu (2008). Choi, Tkachenko, and Sil (2011), and Assaker 
and Hallak (2013) reported that the image of a destination could affect revisit intention. Improvements to the destination 
image will affect tourist satisfaction and tourist behavior, such as destination choices, evaluations of the destination, and future 
behavioral intentions (Bigne et al., 2001).  
 
5.4 eWOM had a significant effect on revisit intention 
 
The respondents in this research were millennial tourists who were visiting the destination for the first time, so they evaluated 
their visit based on eWOM. This study found that eWOM had a significant and positive influence on the intention of tourists 
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to visit the destination again. If eWOM from online reviews or social media was found to be reliable by the tourists, it en-
couraged them to visit again. Similarly, if the eWOM proved to be unreliable, then tourists were less likely to visit again, and 
they would look for alternative destinations.  
These results supported the findings of Abu Bakar and Ilkan (2016) and Prayogo and Kusumawardhani (2016). The inherent 
impact of eWOM on the intention to revisit can be stronger than traditional WOM. Tourists compare the information that they 
obtained before their visit with their experience of the visit. If the condition of the destination was in accordance with the 
situation described by the reviews, this encouraged millennial tourists to visit again and reinforced the destination image of 
the zoo. Tourists who had visited the zoo already knew whether the reviews were accurate, which strengthened the destination 
trust and the destination brand and increased their intention to revisit. The results of this study indicated that trust in the 
destination was the key to encouraging tourists to visit again. 
 
5.5. Destination trust had a significant effect on revisit intention 
 
The respondents in this research were millennial tourists who were visiting the destination for the first time, so their evaluation 
was based on their experience of their visit. This study found that destination trust had a significant and positive effect on the 
intention of tourists to visit again. If the tourists trusted the destination, they had a greater intention to visit again. Similarly, 
if the trust in the destination was perceived negatively by the tourists, then they had little intention to visit again and would 
look for alternative destinations. The results of this study were consistent with the research of Abu Bakar and Ilkan (2016). 
The inherent effect of eWOM on the intention to revisit was stronger than traditional WOM. Tourists sought information from 
written or spoken reviews by other tourists because tourists consider that information to be more reliable than the information 
available from travel service providers. Reliable reviews of a destination will result in more trust in the destination. As a 
result, the destination brand becomes stronger, leading tourists to revisit. The results of this study indicated that trust is the 
key to encouraging tourists to visit again. In essence, destination trust is the main factor in the decision-making process for 
tourists deciding whether to revisit a destination. In other words, tourists buy trust or a sense of security from a destination. 
This finding differs from the study carried out by Mohammed (2016), which proposed that trust was an important antecedent 
of the attention of tourists to travel to the destination. He demonstrated that trust was the core of the process for selecting 
destinations and deciding whether to revisit. This is because tourists pay attention to the destination image, so if the image of 
a destination is positive, then tourists will visit. This finding indicates that the destination image requires trust from the tourists. 
Before deciding on a destination, tourists search for information and reviews from other tourists on websites and social media 
such as Facebook and Instagram. They do this to reduce the risks of bad service and disappointment. Tourists rely on the 
message of eWOM “to reduce the risk from uncertainty in selecting a destination that assures tourists.” Tourists look for 
information through eWOM to ensure that the destination they choose can be relied on. 
 
Before making a purchase, tourists will search for information on which destinations that can be relied on by using the desti-
nation image and eWOM. Tourists need certainty. The results of this study found that tourists would revisit if the destination 
could be relied on. This finding was consistent with the results of Choi, Law, and Heo (2016), who found that trust was a key 
quality for success in managing the marketing of tourist destinations. Pujiastuti et al. (2017b) also showed that trust is a 
behavior (affective response) that can influence behavioral intentions (behavioral response). In other words, trust plays an 
important role in determining the client's intention to spread positive word of mouth. This study has shown that millennial 
tourists were affected by pull motivation in choosing a destination and in deciding to revisit. The pull factor is the reason a 
tourist goes to a certain destination. The results of this research have demonstrated the ability of a destination, such as a zoo 
that attracts millennial tourists. The attitudes of millennial tourists towards a destination can be used as a measure of the ability 
of the destination management to attract tourists. This study showed that zoos were attractive to millennial tourists and desti-
nations featuring animals were attractive and had a pull factor. For destinations like zoos or animal farms, this finding could 
help them to build up more tourist visits by becoming more attractive. The pull factor was conveyed successfully by millennial 
tourists through eWOM and destination image. A positive destination image for a zoo includes hygiene, cleanliness, a variety 
of interesting amusement rides that are different from other destinations, and a variety of animals. Other pull factors offered 
by a zoo are the maintenance factors and situational factors (safety, security). This study proposed that trust was a motivating 
factor for tourists deciding on a destination. Tourists who already have trust in a destination will have a strong willingness or 
sense towards the destination. Trust is an emotional bond that is not visible but can be very strong between tourists and a 
destination. An effective evaluation becomes relevant to the destination when it is grounded in a basic premise of environ-
mental psychology: that people experience emotional responses to different places (Mehrabian and Russell, 1974). Trust is 
an expression of the feelings expressed by tourists towards a place (Gartner, 1993). Trust is a key relationship between tourists 
and the destination, so managers need to build trust if they want to attract tourists who will revisit. Trust is important because 
tourists are always going to evaluate destinations based on emotional experiences. Trust is one of the pull motivations that 
influence tourists when choosing a new destination or revisiting a previous destination. 
 
6. Conclusion  
 
This study has found that destination image and eWOM had both direct and indirect (through destination trust) effects on the 
intention of tourists to revisit. From a theoretical perspective, this research contributes to a greater understanding of two areas. 
First, this study is one of several works that have attempted to identify the factors that affect revisit intention. Second, revisit 
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intention can be formed from the destination image perceived by the tourists before visiting. A positive destination image is 
strengthened after making a visit that results in satisfaction. Online recommendations (eWOM) may affect tourists in the 
process of decision-making and post-purchase when they consider revisiting. 
 
6.1 Practical implications 
 
Satisfied tourists are more likely to return to a destination and more willing to share their positive travel experiences with their 
friends and relatives. This is because tourists value recommendations from friends or relatives before deciding to visit a place. 
Satisfied tourists who have a strong positive impression of a particular destination will tell others so that a positive image of 
the destination is established. 
 
6.2 Research limitations and directions for future research 
 
This study only used three variables – destination image, eWOM, and satisfaction. Therefore, further research on revisit 
intention with millennial tourists should incorporate other variables into the model. 
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