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Abstract: Because of festival special event becoming attractions more and more subject to the attention of tourists. It is
significantly important to hold a successful festival & special event which could improve the region’ s well-known and
reputation. However the research about tourists’ revisit intention in the festival & special event is deficient. The author
makes the survey that tourists” revisit intention is 86.4% in Shanghai EXPO site 2010. This paper adopts factor analysis
method and the results show that visitor satisfaction is divided into “Satisfaction of basic facilities and services” and
“Special services and facilities satisfaction”. Furthermore logistic regression model is established to study the cause of
revisit intention of festival special event. Finally managerial and theoretical implications are also discussed for the festival
& special event.

Key words: festival & special event revisit intention satisfaction Shanghai EXPO

( Festival & Special Event)
20 60

: 2012-03-05.
(20091.Y041) . (11CGL054) .

. E-mail: liyanshul952@ yahoo. com. cn

— 118 —



" Dimanche 1984 .

S . ~

Milman & Pizam

Hawkins
Blackwell Miniard Angel o
12
20 90
13 14 15 16
17 18 6
2010
1
1.1
160 “ N N 7
2010
246 22 900 7 308 ,
350 280 .
COOPER “UA”
QA7 ( Access) ( Amenities) 5 N
19
5 1~5 .

; 45% 55% ;15 ~35 45 16 7 90%

35 ~45 ; 80% ; 60% 22%
N 13.2% 50%  36.8%.
[43 ? ” i [ ”» [3 ”» “1 ”» “O ”» i 242
86.4% .
1.2
( Logistic regression model) (%)
(y =0 by =1 )
@ : http: //www. expo2010. cn/

— 119 —



( ) 35 3 (2012
() {r=1 ‘
s 1 20
J
logit(y) =lInp(y = 1)/ 1 -p(y =1) =B, + Zﬁjxjk + Uy
j=1
p( =p(U =U ) =p(V + & =V + & )
p(V -V te -¢ =0)
3 1
prob(y = 1) = © - = -
1 +e 1 +e
e = 2.718 281 83( )
T HEME H (odd)
At A geit it (logir) [p(y=1)/p(y=0)] A R
LKA H 8 B%E ] LR S U7
x; z IS p(y=1)
E1 BHEEPAMNNEZEENEERXR
Fig.1 The fundamental relation of observable in the logistic regression
2
2.1
! ( Cronbach o) 0. 883
1 113
1
Table 1 Satisfaction level of tourists’ attitude about EXPO site
1 1 5 3.94 2 0.797
2 1 5 3.94 2 0.783
3 1 5 3.92 4 0.883
4 1 5 3.84 6 0.857
5 1 5 3.87 5 0.824
6 1 5 3.79 7 0.880
7 1 5 3.96 1 0.871
8 1 5 2.83 11 1. 126
9 1 5 3.11 10 1. 040
10 1 5 3.44 9 1.014
11 1 5 3.70 8 0. 864
7 3.96 0. 871 2
Table 2 Rotated component matrix of satisfaction
22 0.728
’ 0.779
KMO  0.891 1 428.329 . 0. 788
0. 000 0.762
Kaiser H 0.741
0.750
1 2 0.591
60.09% . 2 5. 0.703
1 0.4 | 0.832
0.682
0.539
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