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Abstract:

The objectives of this research was as follows: (1) development of the Scales for Road Race Events
in Taiwan to examine event quality, perceived value, event image, satisfaction, and behavioral
intention; (2) to survey the status of the event quality, perceived value, event image, and satisfaction,
and behavioral intention for road race events in Taiwan; (3) to compare the variables of interest for
participants with different backgrounds; and (4) to develop an integrated model for the variables of
interest for road race events in Taiwan. This project will integrate the current literature on the
behavior, satisfaction, and intention of road race events to develop a scale on the variables of
interest, and select representative road race events participants in Taiwan as targets. Purposive
sampling is used to gather 800 valid questionnaires. The following results: (1) the development
localizing of the Scales for Road Race Events demonstrated sound discriminant, validity, and
reliability, the scales are well suited to the measurement of participant opinion regarding the event
quality, perceived value, event image, satisfaction, and behavioral intention for road race events in
Taiwan.; (2) the road runners contains a diverse population who prefer to participate in half
marathon, 10 km and marathon on road race event in the past year; (3) There are non-significant
differences between different background runners on the event quality, perceived value, event
image impact on satisfaction, and the behavioral intention of road race events, except for gender,
education and occupation; (4) Event satisfaction and its perceived value had a significant positive
effect on revisit intentions, moreover, event quality, event image, and perceived value exerted a
direct positive influence on event satisfaction; event quality and event image directly influenced
perceived value; and event quality directly influenced event image, event quality and event image
through perceived value and satisfaction, indirectly and positively influenced revisit intentions, the
explanatory power of each variable for event image, perceived value, satisfaction, and revisit
intention was 63%, 72%, 70%, and 59%. In conclusion, the results showed that event quality, event
image, perceived value, satisfaction play key roles in predicting road race runners’ revisit intentions
in Taiwan. The findings of this study have significant managerial implications for event marketing
managers and organizers. For example, organizers and operators of events should consider
participants’ demands and strengthen an event’s quality accordingly. They should also improve

participants’ satisfaction, to enhance their willingness to revisit.

Keywords: event quality, event image, perceived value, satisfaction, behavioral intention
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HER2FOI LR ARBFTLFEE £ ARF o FprAg AR A EH FE (niche
sportsevents) - = A eR3IpRk % ehl B %ii (Research and Markets, 2011-2012) - 12 £ & & & »
2014 # = = § :}i#’b&éﬁi—& 3% 1070 g ~ - ¥ -3 800§ 4 » &35 18,700,000 4 = = 5§
R Es 0 =2 A Bt 1990 £ X E 300% (4Bl 1) o @ 5 a‘i#’b—b’i’iii.% a‘:%*«\%ii# FAH A

o
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3o ﬁmgﬁﬁi FRAR  GERBESERS LR R0 o T
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LiERIE P > LB 257% 0 = A R ER X EIERIE P 2. - o & B g E
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PRERART PR TG (245 2013) o 2 kT o SR RHI PP AREEE
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SRR A RREREE N> 2R BB PR I hETEY O OHOAREAE G X
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fagpwe ZARBEFYFELI 7 A0FLA R ERDEBAC KT 2005 A 0 (3R H
2012) Ft o AT E L ARG FFEPF R LRG> EAPHE A {5 OB upfEd
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Pastore, 2004; Ko, Zhang, Cattani, & Pastore, 2011; Moon, Kim, Ko, Connaughton, & Lee, 2011 )
Bt BRPRBEFMAN AT EH TFTEF ) 2BBEH - ot v KGR ie- afd

2 PRFRE R A 0 fE- RXFT HE R FE P L 2 %1 (Lee & Taylor, 2005; Moon et al.,
2011) - e ZR PRI S E 4 03] — TSERVQUAL ;> @ Rk * 5 @6 F 3 IR E 852



EEAE RS o PR T T = 2 fRAER A E o (specific characteristics ) o
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F2ATHAFEBLEFF RBET R FE2 BRAARERTFEFNEL LW
(Chen & Chen, 2010; Petrick, 2004; Petrick & Backman, 2002 ) - Shipway and Jones (2008)# 3
éwﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁi o BB RN o B SE E R AR R EE o S N A
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WEREHALVREFRL G G VEFTRAS DT EFFHER TERLE 2 e - U
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FRBFEEF LR E - FELILFTRLA 2 AWML EMIN G LB A
RBEFRR - RPEFARBFEFFLREL2 57 -

W

N BIR
R M%i#{ﬂ&é%W@Wﬁmi Who - LB Ra FE AR R

HEH AT A ERE - AREFERRL P A A s - BAEAL  HA o KT E B
&%g&%j ﬁﬂwa$’¢$iﬁﬁawﬁwwv ﬁ$z$ﬁﬁawash?gf

(-) RBEFESTERBFTL A
EHFE R TR L > & § R EIRIEZ & fEAEA frindz (Koetal, 2011) - %% &
Fhime ZRIESBELFEIFRIEDNF BERR » “YEFETRT LB F F 0=
% gt g enim L (Kaplanidou & Vogt, 2007a; Moon et al., 2011) = X @ » 384§ 3 £ﬂ¢5§§£<
s;a‘rv?%i (mega-sporting events ) &5 > & 324 o IRE 4 3 5 o GlheS B R FHE R
BESTEEEMELE (P E - FFL 22 F2AME ) Fl - AP TR T F
# & f ) 2 pt 5 A # (Brady & Cronin, 2001; Ko & Pastore, 2005) » 2 =€ gtaa F # [ o7
AEB DY AR ETRERPRBFILFALET B E -
(=) RBFFLFIAXHFEF: Avahik
TE KR LFRFREE }E-L ) ”fq‘;gbj; LR E R R SE S (Kaplanidou, 2007a;
Kaplanidou & Vogt, 2007a) « j€ i i@ d ik Z chBha 3 > FEL F S LB X ~ 242
(B )~ AL g ~ s R Z 2&7%3%3‘??”5’%1?&&%4&’ 2 (Kaplanidou, 2010 ) - # 2 2 »
kﬁvﬁ%?ﬁﬁﬂilﬁﬁi EHFEARTLEAR S RFELET D
PR R AT FaAL s TV ARG ﬁf%@' i %32 (Baloglu & McCleary, 1999 ) - d p & 7 % 42
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& 4p B¢ (Baloglu & McCleary, 1999 ) » p- fagLgk g2 Kaplanidou (2010) #73 %% 4pi > & Z 5
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HP oY B PERZ B (ST BT AZ RE) DRI R F TS BRI LB
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AT o BAAANRIL 3 EE > ERAEFAFPTURTREEFE (R4 IR
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(Petrick, Morais, & Norman, 2001 ) ; jiJR% 5 Ferpgl » @ FF hR SR g HR %
B AKEFHFIELE AR (Tian-Cole, Crompton, & Willson, 2002; Wilson & Rodgers, 2004 ) > %
TRLALEFFEILRPAFHLZEFELLR 2 64 - FERLAE 7 T2RRIFER
RFEE Ak %4 % B (Funk, Jordan, Ridinger, & Kaplanidou, 2011) « F]* » #F34 B 8 F
im?@f'ﬁfﬁ FeRAERB SR FBRLARYE FHRFRBFFRLA PN T > L
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SERHI O FHBBREEST  FEL R RE FEALE 2HAMI RS LB
EMG o TR-HERLIBFRBFFST TG EE FELRIES BT RET RIS
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=~ FL B

AEIVENLRRBFTEEF I HE  FHERFEST R LR E
FERBLZ FELRLIRT  VRIFTARBFFFEHAZFETST - FFL 2R
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L2 FELRZ PG - EHFAE P T

UEREEKBERLE  BFEER HNEEHE HFERERSHUZEZHRETE -
R EBREEEFLE HEFEES  NEEE BEHAEASHERBE BN -
LEECA R RS B R BEESR AR EE BERE N2 HEE SR -
EEEEREEELE BEEL  NEEHE BFEHAERSHAZTBEHEAL -

N AN e
() FERFRBAPRFE
EHERFFHEFRY BT SATPRBSTHEEF A FEHFI (Ko & Pastore, 2004;
Theodorakis, Kambitsis, Laios, & Koustelios, 2001; Westerbeek & Shilbury, 2003) - i 4 =% 1 4
Bt M OTIRIRET, 2§ F 07 5 LW (behavioral intention) 2 %35 R (loyalty) & 48
HAEPF o MR E5 £ & %% (Brady & Cronin, 2001; Theodorakis et al., 2001;
Westerbeek & Shilbury, 2003 ) » = H & 5 B @6 § RE FHH* RS F L HEMmE
(significant concept) * 225 % &2 @ Wchy iz
LFEFEF2 28814
"R & (Service quality) ; BT - B 2 IR EAR M ORI O E AR 8T S R
(Parasuraman Zeithaml, & Berry, 1985: 16 )o & = g % PRA% & B civ R 3 & Bojdat & 2ol )
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A~ B - #2013 Howat, Murray, & Crilley, 1999; Ko & Pastore, 2004; Wakefield & Blodgett,
1999 )- E’?ﬁ’*yﬂ B IR R AR R S T 2w R R DR A S RS
Feonuive 7 % %45 (outcome dimension) £ &4z 4% (process dimension) (Lehtlnen &
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quality) - » Gronroos (1982) 133552 Rl ~ AL T T 2 F R 5 % 0 s "ﬁiﬁﬁl%ﬂﬁiﬁ»
EHF ,Ek-pfjgmﬁ;—g LENBEHIT S LEEEE R EL LB R
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REE G M
2. F¥EF2FLHe

FHEPN Ry LES TR 20§ F T 5 F > bl4e Theodorakis et al.
(00)%FHEFERFEIRFETHBLRADET > ¥ T BIRGFETHES 3pik (4o o2
TR T R X 2R G A ) B v g R RIS L R #5E - Moon et al.
(0LL)4$H B8 p 72 F BFy S F 2 LA/PEE > AT iES Pﬁi%}%‘r%lﬂ"‘ FRRE BT
e @B R RS TR R R B ER RS w%‘rﬁ%*ﬁ% >
LG Lol F e TE KT F 448 %miﬁaﬂmﬁ’m%ugiwﬁi [ET I
B L % e 48 &7 % (Hansen & Gauthier, 1989; Ko & Pastore, 2004 )~ = #( Brady & Cronin, 2001,
Ko & Pastore, 2004 ) ~ % % ( Deighton, 1992; Gronroos, 1982, 1984 ) % 132 7% 3 ( Bitner, 1992;
Westerbeek, 2000 ) < +* FF & 57 2 BLAH A3 F A S e A & g e A
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W3 < ey Pl * TSERVQUAL | £ 4 ($IR £ % >2013; Howat et al., 1999; Ko & Pastore,
2004; Wakefield & Blodgett, 1999 ) » # g = ;% 2 Ao PRI 2 P IRIFTE L > 775 F 444
BRER X AR RHTE IRAF&F (Cronin & Taylor, 1992) » 1% & PRI+ S-F R E 2 1 & > 2&
ﬁﬁﬁw?§%¥3%%3%$’ﬁﬁwﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁiT;ﬂ(fﬂ¢3’m%%“§%
A¥3 FEA e AE 2R (FIREE > 2013 4 %% > 2008; Jin et al., 2013) o ]t >
;agﬁﬁbﬁp HhHd 284 &4y prh b3 (2005) %Ik £ % (2013) 2 Jinetal,
(2013) ¥ 13 METFTHh 24 " REBFISFTEL ) SREL L 2FRBETE
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SEFFRFETERE-FELE -RBAR - FEAWLMG
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T EARIZ AR R SRS € A2 B RENRE %A (Amould & Price, 1993 ) -
PRI @R FTEHRTEST T ERBAES N TR~ R ikR & FF (Filo,
Funk, & O’Brien, 2009 ) » ¥ % 3% = %'i Wp MR HEBE R (Addis & Holbrook, 2001) -
Flb 0 AGFFPRIE ST R R AR L RN B 0 d R E TR X PRI B A g F

R TR > I WY - B %%‘“7 % sk (Woodruff, 1997 ; Gronholdt Martensen, &
Kristensen, 2000) - %4 § @#F7 3 &7 JRIs& TG § @7 HERE - RrE T~
JRASACE G Echm F] o JRAF S F AR FIR L B B EF RS RS TE RGBT

B2 FE 3 & ¥ 4p B (Bolton & Drew, 1991; Cronin et al., 2000) » ¥ 2 47 cFpR 7% 55 7 3 40 B
% Ao § ®(Bitner, 1990; Croninetal., 2000) - &fRix % F ML % @A L ¢ - #F R § FH#H =
PRRERBEG ERE P R RS S LRBETELFAFLY 4 %A (Lai, Griffin, &
Babin, 2009) - 4* “t » Leeetal. (2005)™ 45 NN RHFHH (FESFT) # g FBAFET L % -
R B Zeithaml (1988)% & e -1 E-17 & & v #ic5" (Quality-Value-Behavior Intention ;
QVQ’%§Ja3ﬁ%%%mﬁz%i%%immﬁwﬁﬁmﬁW§¢x4@H%$’m
RO MENEFLAREFRR LR BETH R E RV E R LR 7
= LB & o B (Bitner, 1990; Reichheld & Sasser, 1990; Sheth, Newman, & Gross, 1991;
Cronin & Taylor, 1994) ; Jinetal. (2013) # 3 #REFFE ST Lo B ETTHE - F ¥
LREFELR 54 b ?Jg’vﬂ‘pmﬂ\f—ﬂ fawm TR B

HI:TRE &P o3 TR %, F FW
H2 : r%ir‘:"?ﬁJ ¥ '—fr'%fx%mJ ey
H3: T3 &7 # "TFERL TP
() FFLILB@RBNFT]
T % (image) e & &% L4 Boulding (1956)#74% 1 » 4p 4 «17{7 5 % 1 2d 4
Aral g (A BATRE LSS o Rk -FEVAMR LR AR T4 BEEREFY
(& F >2008)c AEEFTLFAL > LA FHRETEL TAPHNE ® P b ST F 7
G A~ BiE SR~ ggrd (Crompton, 1979; Kotler, 1994) ;- # = 2. » & % E 45 &
T BEE- EFEREE T R E R KRG DFEW T (Assael, 1984) &t » 5d “75 &%

o gmplid 2 LA 5% (Vealey & Greenleaf, 2010) - £t £ % # #& i 4 (image transfer
concept) I 0 EHE P e ¢ BB ehE % (Gwinner, 1997; Gwinner & Eaton, 1999; Xing
& Chalip, 2006 ) -

L ¥ %2 RARMESE
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o
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" 'mk‘;gf 'mk‘;gf

7B FE L % RE o Keller (1993) 4+ # #ri¢ ) BH R FERL R AERGE
Bl e ERE B i ﬂfm\ EEL R (entlty) ; Andreu, Bigne and Cooper (2000)
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# A1 Keller sk 15 527 % m:;w EHLIOERE IR FOER R FELET



WARLG - B R e e B Ot BB FER T I S0P G Rh 2 AR

aﬁw9¢wﬂmﬁ‘ﬁ ﬁﬂWﬁ% SR BT BIRERFT §ITI0 D8 LG
2 F e FE G Ap ko2 B (Kaplanidou & Christine, 2007) « ]t » F % £ p i i

FHILEFIA G HF e w%ir'%'i BRSNS E A E ) sl il e K"}’—J’Ff &
£ (Green, 2001) %2 L f/Eadoche X | P 2 R R FH LS i;#r“aj‘*'%*’ﬁ’@ LB - &
ATt PREFTERRIRG £ D R %o R fﬁ%i.&‘ﬁ PEP e & % (Jago
et al., 2003; Chalip & McGuirty, 2004; Xing & Chalip, 2006 ) - ¢t » -é-,f ENRFH WA X
(2009) #FF R % 2ASSELFEEIET > H F§ R 2 FHBREE X -

2. FFR %2 FEHG

Gwinner (1997)#& W F € L % ¢ Z F g i (4ol d &R ) F g #Fd (doRfl -
BERR L HE 2B ) BRNFE (WWFELAR T2 ELEFE IR

PERBRFERRT RGN TR ARELF N0 ARTIEFE T X U FE R
BEE e o (BEAEE) BAVFLREE RSN AR BRI BT TR
PRV HHEE g FEHA) 9 chp 4r o Kaplanidou (2007a) R #-2 ¢ & % chfie g = 344 5 TR <
BT S A A G 0 XRHBEFRE AR BRI FAD AN RE S B
FomBs e mREL AT H > BRORAARFEFE > RS 0 BE A
PHESEHE BELT R AT B RS A R Pl B L BB
ETT L EREGRTD oL EE (2000) HEELEASFE R FEEREE FET
MEHFLRGFR o 22 v+ 242513 (2009) 2 3 f5%F ~ LA~ 2@ (2012)
FeEL2®ri TR BFF " fcbF R T ERERE ) =2 BFE -
SEBFILE -TEFE -BRILAR - 22IMZ Mf‘*

Kaplanidou and Christine (2007)4p 1 T p e & %2 F 6 L %7 ApMad it > 3 % Bt d
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8% % 4 K 42 (Fakeye & Crompton, 1991; Echtner & Ritchie, 1993) < F]yt » # ¢ & % &4y
FEEADT G VRRLFFL L APELY o JibDe prfdp i p b § R HRGEE L
TR A P e EBF R > VRS L K $ 4R (Bigne et al, 2001; Fakeye &
Crompton, 1991; Lee et al., 2005) » @ *&25{7 2 ¥ & 5@ ~ @ ~ (= [P » o0 B4 P s il
#AL P AR 2 W0 8 T 17 5 LR E = 1 & (Ryan, 2002; Williams &
Buswell, 2003) o 45 2. » B e & %7 B H B85 5 B - ¢+t > Kaplanidou and Vogt

(2007a)F= 7 Bg o7 » P s { % &2 zju_ X5 ok FR AR 44 L B - Chi and Qu (2008)
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BEL m ¥ R s = MR:JZ»W%‘WE?& BREM2 Y 4 %38 (Laiet aI., 2009 ) - Ryu, Han, & Kim
(2008) 7 M Pt hF A RAPRIIF L HFR > LAHTEFEF HF BT T HTL %7
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RN FEE LR 2R tR c ER R E S FE AP R B ;%E,ﬁ.«*ﬁfﬁwﬂzﬁv
B o GEE P e g w2 Ao BIE €5 £ S4c2 & B (Kaplanidou & Vogt, 2009 ) >

p e
R P R REE X 4 ¥ B HEF F F (Bigne et al., 2001; Kaplanidou, 2007b,KapIan|dou
& \Vogt, 2007a) - Chalipetal. (2003) #34 # Bl& @ A AT 2 & FEHOTRA 2
e R A RGP AR e 2 B FIMP  LRE S ’zﬁly RExapm > d
IBFPE TR ABEFFARAYT L ERFE L B 5 2
ke & %357 Ap M o Funketal. (2007) » 3 Sk & chP o & % 2245 %ﬁﬂ—i’ B A 0
$ % AN Jinetal. (2013) M H#REFFF AL L EL o EFRBELLLE -
Ft o %iz%knj AR RE FELBER I éﬁ??‘[]% Fite & T 7B
H4: @d FF L 258§ E*ﬁ#@%“*"
HS : @ AT L 2 HFFTHREL T L 7w 50

EDF 2T 4 N-EE 15} Yok

edf % & (perceived value) I2 4 & p * Thaler (1985)#74% &1 @ % »x%* L35 > 3Lz & B 4
HERTF A -HZPE SERE HWEFRE LS HER i’éﬁ’i?%' RN S A 1ok
B CREMEERYE A RA > T EERIAERET YN Y F i pER >
TASPIZE T D2 Bl > TR Bt 2375 (42 48~ 42 > 2010) -
1L g E2 THREME

Zeithaml (1988:10) #-rf i X &k 3 Tif o r@ e g i Ad > 2FA L
BRI 26 p DR EA S MR E - FARIAEEEE N E s EEAEEATH N
PRS2 B EEAE A NG TE R h ¥ b > Monroe (1990) 3G B B A C ZRER
SR AR IR AR R AR R FFEI R EL A A fIE A
MBS f > T ERE Ry VR (H ) B2 RERE (PR ) 2§ E
AR FHPFHEFHFLER LS D FI VA S HERy Pk F o FHY o A
ThELEFpPY R —‘ﬁé’%é&éﬁiﬁi F I~ 58 2 ek (Patterson & Spreng, 1997) -
fe % > Vandermerwe (2003):£ 3% % & ;& =_ (determination of values) 2z =& » 145 ¥ —‘%&;ﬂi’
PREZ»i}‘;‘_%E/% LR T AP ML EL TR MACER FE R (JUEF
FEEIE) &8 (ERFEERE T 24 A& 4740) 2§ @ (the networth) 2 &
L (Helller Geursen, Carr, & Rickard, 2003: 1765 ) -
2w e RS

Sweeney and Soutar (2001) #& dieha B ERCE] T e AR R A B Z R B E AL
BOE o~ BRI E(AR)H AR EE AR/ AL EE e AFE < A - Petrick (2004) ]
B 5 EHH ¢ RGRE (SERV-PERVAL) &7 fr @ AF £ 4B i i > & %) 5 ng'r (quality) ~
b % & (monetary value) ~ {7 & % # (behavioral price) ~ & 125 J& (emotional response )
g B2 (reputation) % T fE#a - Jinetal. (2013) & M@ F gk o § Eike ¢ FRES
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B (game quality ) ~ ¥ & &% (interaction quality) ~ % % & & (outcome quality) % 7 fZ% 5
& (physical environment quality) %= BHg o ot o > L~ £ 5 (2008) AfFidscy
LRGP E RS - TR RS ARPARALY » A EF - R
A HRE 2 BEET e R
BRI FEAMLIMG

FHAOER EEBRIALM AT MSF ~MRE -mER - F G3h (2006) £% %
BEHE PRS- wfJE BT AZ FLARM B2y  FRTEHEEEER
LAFZEI - REFLAR 22 ERPEEFLAR 2 RBEFTEAECTE BB LA
AL THED MG ELE (2008) #HFREAHF Y FLoXRBETHLBRZEY
%mmﬁ&ﬁ~@@%’@a%ﬁﬁiﬁﬁiiéiﬁﬁa’Wﬁ¢@ﬁ£&&uﬂ&$§
FEREF BRI T PR F 3 (2009) B RAEEHER T F doil 0 L IR S
Fo#gRAFIEOIRT B2 A2 LPFL LR KK L ?;(%%)Hﬁ*” 15 B
U CRBET R E B AAELEAMN R F @m*wﬁiﬁaﬁ%ﬂﬁ
JRAR T b gp R e T > & ¢ e B AR R T o

B2 G MBEE R EER E £ a7 7 o Petrick and Beckman (2002)7 7 ¢ > #
FAoR R Ea R BE Ei,gﬁéé %8 L FE (T 5 Ro» o @ Swait and Sweeney (2000)# 3
Adpd o REBEHEFIAREF Lo RT  NREFIFLEE O FIFLE TR LR
BEEHEFREREL2ZF LI B (Chen & Chen, 2010; Hutchinson, Lai, & Wang, 2009; Lee,
Yoon, & Lee, 2007 ) - Lee et al. B 4 45 W 25 ¥ gLk (war-related tourism ) 25 % % @ gt & #03]
FRBEVEREVEG LRI AL RLEET L 4w o 24 b > Hutchinson et al. # 33 f £ &
rawrr'%f BEEEERII e FEAw (AL 5L W2 v M) Chen and Chen # A% § 48

THESE L e inetal. (2013) g A HF R A SMEAEY SHERT NG EE D
VEH 2SR o thL P~ R UE R (2007) RIEAT Y 4t RIS T ARG R
PRI B RNBEF R A L FRETERLAENE BEEL o B

e oo JL b s BEgn B 4L 5 (2010) BBE K~ ARE -
B EEFLABM G IR R EE LR F R R EE L AR
EREEDM X E G IERA

R

B

-

=
&),
¢70
A7
e
r
iz
s g &
e
i
N
b
3
3

TN

SR = Y 2
'—gsf'rﬁ':g_sﬁ

(E)%E%iﬁiﬁiﬂ%ﬁﬁﬂpi

7 % & (satisfaction) = 4 & % ¥4 Cardozo (1965) #
BAREVFLRFL >~ F uﬁm%% wo@%&z
BEA LM BT ALA L *Tﬁﬁﬁifﬁﬁﬁ%

LF¥HLRL LKA
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BLRNTRELiaApg 5~ Oliver (2010) &% & & &~ Mg g 7
BEFEZ R D AP ERASLEATY Reoff g % > NP BE R TA & LR H
SR 2 IR AR - TR SR o @ Croninetal. (2000) €& 0 % LR - IR L anT
oo el A8 R F P AR SR ZIRIAR TR - AL G R Gs e
KWHQ%@ENpﬁaﬁmﬁ&W ERWRE 2o R FEHASH HLR%D
RAEBARAESANY - FIRE ~ RREL - Fl- - % 5k (2005) opLEh o SR RARR
A Al forlsk e TR T EE gxyagﬂé~wﬂ%@~m%%%§s\
EHMIGEN AT EORE TR BB ADE TG T EP o B A0
FREZRIABRE > F 20 P2PRIBE o BT (2008) 325 #r3) iR > Ldpif b MR
AR R RIRI S 0 HA SRR EAROEFREHE R Al Y Ariaanis S ¥ o HRA &
B+ & A% (2010) RIGRiBRA RS BAFEF ~ &2 72 k5% Mo 2 - fé#ﬁif%;'t»‘f‘«l
Al FIFHARPHPHRDEF AL AR P BRLAY PR XY §5 973 F o
J’]ﬁ{?ﬁ‘f BREXBEBARCHEAF > ¢RINEL 0 F 2RR T35 -

FRABRTREGE P ow e R IF I EAERT] & &R EF Y (Hill, 1992) -
R A RS \(Vavra 2002 )~ 7% . 3™ #3% (Hoyer & Maclnnis, 1997 )~ % & 3345 ( Zeithaml
& Bitner, 2000 ) ~ f £ % & B VL ;8 (Szware, 2005) ~ #p 3 4 E #5;% (Engel, Blackwell &
Miniard, 1995) ;:;— IR o R R R RARE P 'ﬂ?dﬂz # & * Fornell, Michael, Johnson,
Anderson and Barbara (1996):% * Oliver (1980) =i & A $03% (% 5 3235 ZA A o f 7 & Shfic st
B FRFREE AL R I EI (HA-ACS) B # MR BT AT FlE 8% 2 58 (T i F Al
[% B383) o ACSI F8 Bk 2 R A 5 o ?]1;»5? (6% o W FA G S B R
TEPLE R BEFRMIALARNES o Bl BERE R F T EHK G REHE D

KpE A REH L RIF L ET BB (Funketal.,2011)o
2 EFFEIRALRLFLHG

BABRNEFRE ARV TERAELRE & TARRLARE S/ (Fornel 1992) » %
A ERTG 8 ﬁ#ﬁ S E_ A & E R &R o Fornell et al. (1996)% & H1kg £ 3o &
RREEHE ~RRERR E-FHMBEEAL HEFLZHREILPRES fé.f#m T5 FEdpik o
Zeithaml and Binter (2000)p] 4 % # w%‘r SRR BT C B AT FE R IR T
SRR T HERF ¢ % #7:= 1z > Shonk and Chelladurai (2008)12 ¥ % |+ &5 ~ A7
Sy %g%%f?w%gmﬁwﬁilrﬁgwﬁﬁa& HELY (2008) RIA 5 3k3K
s IR AFS S IRPFPRIEE FRMERGFE c INB N FEBRLRTE > % R (2006a)
%2%4mwﬁ%g<5tﬂ%gﬁ@&ﬂ%%&é&?&ﬁ\ﬁ%wﬁiaﬁﬁﬁigﬂ

ﬂ%&‘&%%(m%)%;%%agﬁ%%gﬁ%&ﬂ%ﬁbé’@\%¢$%~
B2 ORIEA R Fw FR RRDG  ias o § g (2012) #- Nike Running Club g % % &, 7]
2 RS LER ﬁ&\gwﬁgﬂﬁﬁﬁai—ﬂ%'%%f BHE 33~ ¥ kT (2008) -4

&
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L%#+$xﬁ BAFRFAGL R FEEFRBLE STAGEALE 2 BiEs
¥ed (2013)07 & #AE 2 % &;}ﬁﬁ: (TCSI) 2 Ad#  #pmdrp ;}i%*k‘ﬁ'i‘r%ﬁ%i%%f#\i W
A ;sg;t 2o A S BRI A BB R R S A g E & (2015)
MERBEARDME L AE L FTRP AL > RS RRBEAARTFIZ R A GRS BT
LA N BHG; o Femn T 08 Al DN - 7. LREEFEH ¢ BT RE S RFRIE - KF
BRESR S FERY] - PR X EHG -
SHARHERBEFTFREAMIES
PR = 47 BLRCAFEFT VD G A NIRRIBE ISP TS LW (Baker &
Crompton, 2000; Bigne et al., 2001; Lee et al., 2004 )< /% & /& & 7 £ R % € (Lee etal., 2005 ) ~
it & (Ekinci, & Hosany, 2006) % p 1 A5 % (Bigne et al., 2001; Chen & Tsai, 2007) %t {7 5 & B
2P AR s FREIAFRIARE RS e BELEAR L F S (Gomez-Jacinto,
Martin-Garcia, Bertiche-Haud’Huyze, 1999) > % R % & B A #-¢ § £ S5 H 2 & ﬂfi’ 75
vk LR AL X e FEFH 054 (Petricketal, 2001) » S HEH LT P 0 Kom s
LRHSFEIREF: 3 2w BE8(I0X 73 k5 #2009 Bigne et al., 2001; Chen, & Funk,
2010; Kaplanidou, & Gibson, 2010; Kaplanidou & Vogt, 2007a) > % & & ¢ B EAE R 2 E LA
7 (Oliver,1980) @ AR FEF T FRFEBRLAH T RBFILFRAE] 2 v BT
B (HRE TE S § PAL HAR s e d > 2014 5 5k R4% 0 20063, 2006b 5 § & F 0 2013; Wicker,
Hallmann, & Zhang, 2012) - s & + ik 4p B ~ Fk TR BLREMT FE RN AR
e BEER &4 > FEARELT TR RRFEEPREE ARS8 36 L R (Funk et al,
2011) « Tt » ot e 1T SRR
H8 : gia F ¥ L & v B K1 52 LW

(I) 32 AN BHBPHEY

R FEARSERXLDIWY IR LR GV G R ATALT I A ER RIS PR
i & (Colgate & Lang, 2001) - % = E4eni7 5 A W€ NP BL AR - 75 LRI EHWApE
Ao AfEEZSF | Fheie e @2 @40 6 o M (Shoemaker & Lewis, 1999 ) -
1L ¥ 4RAWL 2hame

Oliver (2010) 451 » 75 A W2 F F AR F AT 2 ¥ T Bl pRME » 2R LR &

LA ARgEERPAp A 7o B RANRAZ R AHERIBET - 22 LH
2 2 B B2 B enhd B % ALiE AB 18 3K A 17 (meta-analyses) 4r 12 ¥ % ( Sheppard, Hartwick, &
Warshaw, 1988; Hagger, Chatzisarantis, & Biddle, 2002) g - EL ﬁ =@ 7 % (Fishbein
& Ajzen, 1975) 22137 5 1% (Ajzen, 1991) o pb 2 157 AHfr TEREFHIEIRE S8
& Bz B e B o Hagger et al. (2002) % .7 i £ @ ﬁ*’ 7R ABETENERY €3
B 5 fA@ Sheppardetal. (1988)4r# A B & 7 3 M B X EHFA TR o« LEHER%D
EH¢ o RRE A 2B ¥ oM (Kaplanidou & Vogt, 2007b) > 42 & B+ % 3

5

<

]
oy
<\

iR ts

-
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H2 B B4 7h e
Z%i}ﬂimﬁﬁﬁé

F M %2 LB §78 0 Chen and Tsai (2007)F 3 45 ) » 25 E 1 o e{7 2 Lo 7 jLH >
HRw ERAMARELRRER - » FATEGERY Y MM AS - AT
o A e BAEIE itfi?il 7 % & B (Rust & Zahorik,1993; Boulding, Kalra & Zeithaml, 1993;
Croninetal.,2000) ; % &3F ~ i ~4E 25 (2010) #-i75 A WA 54 A ~ £ 8
PRt R MR AAM A S S e BiEG 0 FHf o~ R (2008) R 25~ B L REEA

-z BRHEHEEEFELE -

AR RN T

AEL LR AEHARRBEEST  FELE OGO FERL2 2HLW
LR R EA R RS LB uaéﬁy&aﬁiw%ﬁ‘frﬁf% E~FELEF
i%%ﬁﬁz.@%ﬁﬁ?°*P LA F R )

AT P D T BEXA > AT ngﬁﬁﬁ‘;ﬁa%ir%g\%gﬁ@\ﬁrffgﬁ\%@
BELE FELRIZA ;[,,‘1‘$ﬂ’~£1rﬂ3o

HRBIH
1. 51
2.tk
3. AR
4. g
5. A
6. EAEHIE

FIREE

v

SHTR

1. %EEI/FE?

2. A
3. HUKFE
4. BHLL:
5. 1 il

W3 REBFFLTILAUFIZLE FLLRPEFLEHN

= PR ER
PPz SHERBFLPRERT ST FELE BB BLARZ
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\\\Xr
1%
=
i“l
éﬂh)

fE_fSa]r A, qj‘*\:«”'rilﬂffﬁi’;;{ :

;
Hliﬁ*é«& FESFTLoBEFEL % -
H2 Bt s Fee P E TR E -
H3'REFFL e W E TR E-
HA: gt sir» BEFFEL -
HS g p 3L 4L o B EFFRHL -
HE : g R B e » B EFFBL -
H7 : Rgg o f et » B FE 22 LW -
HE - priaF#im gt v WL S22 LW -

ZFELHE

AP E R (FE) R E AN o &N FREBFEAES L 20 0 sk

FrHEAPVERELSFIRE B (AP M a0 3248 ) BN A (B

REA s W) s EEE S8 A Hi) 2 &a?simiié $# & B &P~k (purposeful sampling) = ;% (4
HEF R EATEFR) EFB A 2 1200 64 okt k5 R

E%’%%&E%ﬁﬁi%i& CFELE AR EFERLE FELBZFTR

-k
o

AT E 5 B %6 A7 3 (cross-sectional study )0 A e REEFE A ER FE L S H T
FEPHRANPAR 2 - FHAEHERFID A (RERBFI LA EH2LEME) &7 - &
RAFEAPTIZAF LRI RIOCERFLE )2 s RWRH (B2 [ FE S50
PR GIAY ) RMATL P o Eigiw o Léﬁﬁgﬁk’ Rl it
TP P FEERET FRIBSLERR (ER L12/#8 5P R 135=x/8 5 £
Bot6 S lE) s ubt b (F A6 ) Edek (20;&-65;9&) g HRAE O BEERR

I~F31E

AP e F AL RRBFEST FEL - EFERLE
PRARLBVRE PPN E oA E AR A :‘;’;km..?gw«'
fa o M SRR Likert -~ B2 RE 2 R EAR{WMITLEGFE LS R
MR PN F TR TJFW%?&EF FHEENFEFOB I ’&B";F‘—‘zé ‘iﬂ'?i"i‘if‘?

RO XEAD AN FEFRFAF AT RBLFZAATE RS T ER IR E
B oo ARMATE 1B e
REFESTEA  THRERBET ST SR E’«“Lehtlnen and Lehtinen

(1991) ~ Gronroos (2006) ZMoonetal (2011) -guF¥ & FLi e Bige @ F
* &% (gamequality) (33gs8 ) ~ 3 & % F (interaction quality) (5®4gsE ) ~ =
% B £ (outcome quality) (335758 ) % B & (physical environment quality (2
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3R ) c AR EABFLZRPTREL (T=%2F ... s 1=% A2 R R ) 0 FABIER
E%i%?o

2 BBFFLF LA CRBFFLIFE 2L 4T #Bf‘ﬁ@v/‘k (Bigne” et al., 2009 ;
Hallmann et al., 2010; Gwinner, 1997; Kaplanidou, 2007; Papadimitriou et al., 2015) #72&
ZFEFVREBABREZ - BiEe 0 2 B FE AL T (creative features) (215 4157 )

* F % 8% (reputation) (2?@;%&?) "R RABE R PTHEL (TR ... 1=
BEARL ) o * TR ﬁa?ix’@
3oREFE LR ERL L& S AM 2 s B K £ (Chen & Chen, 2010; Holbrook,

2006; Monroe, 1990; Zeithaml, 1988) » 2 A R Ao RBFEECEGES 75§ &
(behavioral price) (3 4&38 ) % % & J&(emotional response) (2B 487 ) - A& £ %
AETHEL (T=%2FA...01=%72 kL ) R ERBETCEGE -

4 R FFBRLEAEL IR FTAAM P‘J% ( Goh, 2015; Papadimitriou et al., 2015;
Pratminingsih et al., 2014; Shonk, 2012) - i & frE Beda % 580§ 2 i LALR > @ 4
JR% % & (service demand ) (3 4Es ) ~ & K& (quality commitment) (31 %EIE)
22 g% & (overall satisfaction) (433838 ) o 2 E 2 Z i F78E £ (7 =% 7]
B P l=%Z 2 FEL ) FNRIRBFTRLAR

S RIFFL S LRMEL T L& £ ApM 2 ¢ (Julaimi & Talib, 2016; Kaplanidou &
Vogt, 2007a; Som et al., 2012; Wicker et al., 2012) - i & =& K8 F ¥ 54 Jﬁ PR i
(actively prepared) ~ £ %-4c & B (revisiting intention) % i& & % B ( recommendation
intention) - A LA HFF L EFTRE L (T=%7F & ...... y1=%2 3 PR ) 0 * AN
ERBFEL FHLBEL -

6. AAFTHNAL 1 & ;;m‘;?';e%fi,ym CE® S RIEEI K TARR S BAK EAT
IR BT £ LA RE s FE N FE TR S

FoRA
AFTE 1200 RGBS FF S S AL H G ATE G N B R A 47 1 & 2 Excel #x
im0 ¥ SPSS 17.0 3 AMOS_17.0 szt $icdfie 7 4 47 o 2 4 453 ;2 12 SPSS_17.0
REFRRAPE LB £ AMOS_17.0 8 (7 8452 ARHGS A4 e T i ek~ 2 %
W2 BB EEFTERR T E2 @R TV - BEMEERSRE . AT T
FORE 24T FdeT
1. @RI E2 88 tkazbF 2 p - > 12 SPSS17.0503 g8 2y i se3t (e e
FAY S REEER)FR A (TRTEFAPM) FF A - RS E RE
5% A~ 45 (AMOS_17.0) MZEfAF 323 1 L2 B2%R o
2. Ay ®RBBRLAT kA E 2 P gz o 1 SPSS17.05u gkl 2 Fy ik st (SR ks
fe s FA B EER ) UERRL RS E L FRART
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3. PFRFF2ZARLNTRAGTF2Z Pz b A test 2 H 7|5 % B #i X Scheffe
TERTEHEHL R R P IRB RO 2 LB RA -

4. ﬁﬂ*ﬁ P e AR L I NS S I < 2] ) @ﬁﬁ%%i%?%%i&?\%ii
oA FE S FEBLE FE LR BTG o § ARATA R IIT 4 47601200 5>
e & > 11 SPSS REH AT 2 N A 2 P AP 2600 A (BlT A ) B (*J:Li:ﬁ
A) BT T A ArTRE: - BRSO E B EFTHREA 2R
< B (% 54 2007)

% F?L'n%%ﬁ'%‘f}%

-~ AP TRBREET
(=) R4 FHSt

AL bFEHE R RREREST CFELS R E FERAE L S HAE
*ﬂ%‘%Fﬁ%#ﬂ“ﬁi%@iﬁﬁéﬁ’Pilﬁiﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁéﬁﬁﬁgw@%
BAELE S fh K424 Likert - e REL - FEFHRIABEGFEHETIERS
FSEAN S MBI SR FRR 0 IRBFEERTHNEP FEFOBL L FRAERG
EHGTEFERFE TEIEP AT HFRARFELI HRBETNEFATE G AL T2 ER
RREENEE2Z B o
(=) #B A

AETHRREFEL TFEETCFELR AR EFFRALEL SR
wofT2  FEEG 2R E o 1%tk 2 (ttest) % 4p B 4 7 (correlation analysis) i {7 p F8- RiE
PR T R e T B o AR 2 t e T Ard) aik-dr i (critical ratio s CR) > AR Y & 4EIE 2
CREﬁ%9&HﬁW’?éﬁ¥¢ﬁqK%)’ﬁiwﬁﬁ@{ﬁ,WﬂJ”“E%%ﬁ@
AR A2 JARARRE ST A E AP BB 649 0 P 03330 2 R R (S PR
#EF 0 2006) o 2 BALH IS U ERF (dod 3-1)

FA DAY A TERLR ﬁ%im? %i&@\w§¢m\%iﬁ&a@g
LWL FERAESCR BBERFLE a2l AL ERAR -5 R
FzToEr g2 B pl R F R > R AR L BT (ZP
& &% > 2006)

2 R

gh‘(

@

£ %

S
[

P
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I P 7 p CR i& KA A
BEFts 4
Al BRI P L R F g R 9.14* .692** e
A2 1FAREFREEA 13.14* T76%* i
S T L At 9.97* 709%* w7
A s g RS R 12.91* T71* g
AS 1 iT A ﬁ it _/_2'3" ii& f;—'_li —é’» HIPR T 11.64* T27** I%‘g
A6 FRAEEE Y AN R 11.14* 736%* g
Al pmss mgpssas 9.31* 651%* g
A8 7 /_;f_ 105 11.41* .788** i
A ey 12.90* TT4* "
AL0 GRS ZP TN REE L 10.42* 718** g
A3 B L] 24 12.04* 47> &5
Ald R g LRTE LY 10.47* 709** A
ALS  zapwaw 10.74* 755+ o
Al6 ERTIP- 308 SR 10.52* J07** fi:8d
B FF L %
Bl F-F AN TR R ¢4 4B 11.08* 690** w5
~ s ¥
E,“
B2 B pep BLIL L P T 12.73* 752** =
R iy T 12.96* 767 w7
B4 By ghh KR E L34 16.01* 775** 5
BS  gegaieded 4IRS 14.15% 798%* T
B6 PRCPS SN 15.33* 875** g
* Kk A
B7  jegaiadd R4 10.40 649 g
B8  pijsicds gk A 15.85* T72%* 7
v e L X
REEF LR E
C1 VY LR At 14.90* .881** a4
C2 SIS Pk R 1 oh 14.47* .882** i
C3 SRR 4 Bk BB B eh 14.30* .924** e
C4 TR R eh 14.53* 875** 7
C5 14.11* 893** w7

SRR G EER
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RuEpdsoridimp 2L 4 (9

A L p CR & Ao tpM RFRY

BREEFERLAR
FL  sldpess g 38 g {1 10.92* 692** g
F2 RpEaFhadsuszy 12.66* 731 A
F3 & By 4 7 bt B 14.11* 140% ¥
FA i dess § 41402 8 12.66* 762%* g
F5 i i i s IR 16.58* 792%* g
F6 RIS € F 4@ B 11.94* J71%* %5
F7 JEFRA R £ G & R 11.79* 793** (g
F8 1 iEA R HPRARRE R L4 11.28* .796** iw o
F9 FREE S AR AR R 13.83* .803** g
F10  geappmasst 5 £ 4% &, 12.42% 802 T
F11 FRegEdms LR 12.29* 818** g
F12 ;P: §ERT S SR SR 11.17* 794** a4

i S LB
Gl sg g i idmitsat Mamtd o 10.10% 816** w7
G2 A HIEER S NI - 16.97* 871 B
G3  AGFREHMI S L RE R - 15.23* 903> w7
G4 A E g R R IR 16.89* 873** g
G5 SRR i A A3 R S o 11.35* 799%* w7

*p<.05 ; **p<.01

(2) FEREFRLH

AP UFEARF R AT R AL SRR RIS A A IEEE A REEHEBF
FEF-FFL: - RPE-FEBRLEL AR EL LR EEFRLIT -
1. KMO & % Bartlett's 3% 8 & <_

A& A 470 i 7 KMO(Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin ) # 2 £ £ 4 4 w2 7 KMO &2 #& T_°

TR RAAAMAR LF R L FE A %L,%@%Iﬁﬁﬁﬁii%i§?‘%ii

e EPEFFBRLEL S AT A2 KMO 83575852 111 (4r# 3-2) & 247 %
PR EELE o Bt o A7 {27 Bartlett's 2k 48 (sphericity ) # < 5 d Bartlett's 3
% (sphericity) & T @35 g ¥ k& (p E=0) (4 2) " HF L2422 HAF LG L k7
Fare (PR 4484 02006) - F > I ARBFEEST CFELE TRV EFE
BELERLFHAREADTREFZ AT -
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% 3-1-2

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) # & 4 {74 & %

T4 EH KMO & Bartlett's #& %_i& pd R p &
BERESTEE 937 2520.96 120 .000
BEFFLEEL 897 1024.16 28 .000
i EE oA 876 1036.99 10 .000
BEFFALALE 930 2074.85 66 .000
RiGFEESHLRE 2 852 784.97 10 .000

RIBFEETRASNE AL

AETFMBEFESTELERAS B FF T2 ApM v p (e E & 244
Bl ) LR GG :}é%if Bk FELSTEIMBERE IS 0 £ 16 BT -
EFEFRFFAV OBRBFEISTEALINe 3R EFFERLREHT 5 KA

oo f2 3R> 4E9E § a’éi REB G o s pg e FRFFY - AFFAITAL IS
BEST - FEST2AMBESTEe BRI L 1203000 AAEEREE 5 75.92% (4
%33) c K FF a;»%évﬁ&mﬁ B %D e e (30 ¥ 22005 FIR £ % 0 2013 5 Howat

etal., 1999; Jin et al., 2013 ; Ko & Pastore, 2004; Wakefield & Blodgett, 1999 ) # 3 & % &g i » &
TeRRBFT LA FHNBRBRT ST ORI FIIRET RS R
? %_%_" rr'%ﬁﬁ{;» ﬁ‘ﬁl °

% 3-1-3
REFE ST AS1THER A
Fp A p ki IBEF RBEEF O VEEF RHRARST
A5 1 iEA R G # ARG PR 78 .805
AT Bz B SRy 65 717
A6 TR FEE AL R 69 654
A8 R A E 65 547
All iR Rk 3% PR s hE AR 78 791
AlLD  EAEP AIFA BB EEREE 79 786
Al2  FEEHETLLE 77 693
Al FHARIPEFEFDFR 76 783
A3 FEE TR g R R 78 739
A2 1A BEGEERE 78 738
Al LIRS PRI LH 84 838
Al % 2% A4 84 .808
Y 3 2.49 2.35 2.29 1.99
BEE 20.72 19.55 19.08 16.58
AR E 20.72 40.27 59.34 75.92
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REFFLEFZLITER L

ARG M &a?e?i R FE AR HAiE ﬁv%i % % (sport event image ) s+{% 4 ( Bigne”
et al., 2009 ; Hallmann et al., 2010; Gwinner, 1997; Kaplanidou, 2007; Papadimitriou et al., 2015)
R FETRERARE L - BiEe 0 2 FE AL #F (creative features) 2 F ¥ BH
(reputation) » & 7 g 3 AR A LG AR FRLTWLE - LFHRE b kRS S RECA -
PRECAIFIZ LR - AFTIMFTLRFIZREREN 8 BAE - SHEEZLTF A
o REPN 23R EFRER S RIELGARE I R BIFRIEH 2 BiEe o RFINR
HHEFEARL A R LPEFAFXFRLIALLILEI 2 FETEEL 2 B2
7TRRF O RAEHEREE G T243% (drk 34) o AT REHREIPFAL 0 ARG E
TREFHEBFTLY  REARRBEBAILSI 2 FT X -

#3-1-4
REFTLRFEAITHER L
7P A p B E BlAFT F ¥R
B8  EEER T A AE 76 829
BT  Baisf HRp 0 766
BS  EsaiEd ) AR = 142
B6 Gt R 81 137
B3 ByEe BT R GYG 8l 866
B2 ByEM B LA GG 1 844
B4  Byes ERh kB E Bl 62 624
i 2.71 2.36
AL 38.71 33.73
At e 38.71 72.43

Fﬁﬁi%ﬁﬁﬁﬂéﬁﬁﬁﬁé
FHRBRBFT ARG EFRFA KR LR ST AN ¢)§H~,§ B 1% (Chen & Chen, 2010;
HoIbrook, 2006; Monroe, 1990; Zeithaml, 1988) > 2 # R A BB FF L H E L 75 1

(behavioral price) % i & Jiz(emotional response) > & 5 BALIE o S4F B 42 FF A 47 0 BB
FAEREFIFEALRZERN 2 BHRZ B FAER LI RELRT FH N AT RITH 2
BHs o RpAEEEE L 87.99% (4-k 35) - THEFHEROES T2 BRI

HrheFELEFHBBFT LR E ’ﬁiiﬁﬁzﬁiﬁﬁé& EE AT PR s g &g - 84
gA A EEIR TEEIRETE EER Z R X o
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£.3-1-5
BEET TR EFE AR A

3P 1 p ey X2 75 HEr

C2  #icenps A (7 eh .89 869

Cl s BIE T .85 834

C3  #icenfll4 dfd LEwWeh 87 737

C4  EiEIRIFEFEEE R .90 865

C5  SopZippaag fup .89 839
P E 2.33 2.07
(ENE 5 46.57 46.57
PR E 46.57 87.99

REFTBLARFZATEAE L

FHRBETRLAFZA A L& S AM > i B % (Goh, 2015; Papadimitriou et
al., 2015; Pratminingsih et al., 2014; Shonk, 2012) - 2 & §rE K68 F ¥ 482 % § 2 m AR o @
PRI 7 - (service demand ) ~ & B -k # (quality commitment ) £2 £ %8 /% £ (overall satisfaction )
123 - GFERMFF AV BRBFTBRLATIFEALZPN 2 B5F 0 H R R ERS
BRI _vf%séep 00 FAERILHZ RS  BFRSOAT G £ R MG & R it
$oXFEAALEMBL RAERE RFREEZ BFE 10 BT FAGEEE
B 5 7575% (4o# 37) c AP REHBTESHALLEEH0 O FARBET S8
HRBFFBLAFE  RERRBBHFEHERE G (RSB g2 RFIRGEE FH§

—_
-\\

) ~EFRE (AR B ¥ JRIBPEF 2 REIRGE) 2 JRIx G R4 i (i Al B F R
SRR AL EEH]) o
4 3-1-6
BRHEETBLRFZAFHEL A
7P AP o FERE A R &R PRAE T R
FI1  #FRas@ams (53 81 .806
F10 %4y mzw WL A ER .80 .805
F12 FeFMBRESTR B 79 798
FO  EHMEd AL LE R .89 763
F6  JRI+SH A € F 4R 76 785
F7 R REG &% 76 748
F5  FE9 4% 90 R IR 72 670
F1  Dldpesa ¢ 38 ) 84 862
F2  REhFRedsnsxy .80 801
F4  Riad@medilailzi 69 623
Pt 3.18 2.86 2.30
jal i 28.93 25.96 20.86
FA iR E 28.93 54.89 75.75
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&E%iﬁiﬁi@ﬂéﬁﬁﬁ@;

FHERET AL @W%W%’iﬁﬁfwwéﬁﬁﬁé%(mmm&1mm2m&
Kaplanldou & Vogt, 2007b; Som et al., 2012; Wicker etal., 2012) - i & ;= B8 F ¥ 24/
3 i (actively prepared) s m % B (revisiting intention) % 3 & & @) (recommendat,on
intention) - % 5 BATF < BIF ALAR A4 R FF SHLFAR LA 5 F _%ﬂ%,

HFRERDR REHR L %#B o hEn s R G aiag s 3 - Biga 5 BALA o
ﬁﬂﬁ%ﬂﬁésmw%(%%sg>oipi%%%%ﬁﬁiwpmi$%%w,@ﬁ&a
%iﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁiﬁﬂ%’@iﬁ?ﬁ%%%,}%(g,iﬁ R AR
B ) RS A R RIS (A R L B AL L SR ) o

%+ 3-1-7
REFESHLEAR AR A
EP AP LA St Y
Gl AegRTHEmIF HImL - .83 870
G2 A EFIBEF SIS o 83 811
G4 AP EE LR FE IR o 79 749
G5 AR B AL RO - .86 885
G3  SNBER AL AT S S 2 )T RS o .82 617
PiciE 2.16 1.97
AR E 43.10 39.41
KR RS &) 43.10 82.50

(2) GRAH

AFA 3 3k Cronbach's o f 38— RPseik i G R L ZH 32 > A 4718 r%i‘?&%&a%i\%
?‘%iﬁ‘%‘3"‘—"?7%@—‘%@?5%511%?\4“%% #4214 45§ 4 | Cronbach's a 3 B 35i%.89
b s & % 4% 2 Cronbach's o 7 %.80 1 2 F (0% 3-8) " Hrrmy# Bz 48K
FESFT - FFL: "RRE-FEBRLEILFHARE LB LA E4 ) > B L0
FHe 2 REA LG L2 R (SPR-F &% 2006) > BEFFTEANE 2
- KRR FE R (SRakgc o 2006) -
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% 3-1-8
BEFEsF  FELS CRGE FERLILSHAMELCARALITRL A

20 o R FlEk M ¥]% Cornbach’s o # %4 enCornbach's a
RBfFisTes 3R .84 .92
B R 86
FESY .87
FHERR ST .85
BEAFEL R L LR E 81 89
FEEX .86
B EE LG 6 E 4 50 92 93
s F 89
REFFsiads FHAL 91 94
R 87
FRA:F R 84
REFTFFEZLMEL S8R .88 91
BEAL 80

(I) 5& BT R 415

#IEF R (CFA) L2 ¥ 20m g o (W EST I 0ET - S5 F2 2%
w?‘f) FELR(BIRES ol i pIfnsagn) ~ & (75 HREFss k)

FEBLAE (RBF A ST REFHBELAR) 22 4430 (FEEF £ F5LR0H
ELAWPIFnadion) 2 %59 0 D RREBFRDLTIARLFLRT > 2 RER
FEBLRIE L GR - F ;hfr-xp CFAH A 2 i e » B % HE TN ET i (X2
=190.75;d.f. =67 x2/df =2.85; GFI=.96 ; AGFI=.94; NFI=.97;: CF1=0.98 ; RMSEA=0.054) -
ﬂ:’z%ﬁ%ﬂi%’ﬁi)ﬁ c - BHER R E G Aot R SRR E T B BRE (RiFF 0 2011
MR AR 02010): (1) FIRf W E RS IAT5(2) 5 ~Ap M Blic™ > g
%255 (3) == & (Composite Reliability, CR) /F x 3£ %30.7 ;5 (4) T3 B 5§
( Average Variance Extracted, AVE) ‘g = »*.5 (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998 ) - 4r#
19T BEREHEBELRE DT Z L AE (M) BEA3T8I02/F » ¥ 337 #&4&
B BTG RBRIE T AN F R R ARl RS AP BT B R
Bl IBLA PREPEFANAENE 2L RE o L AR T TG R
s B R Y A80 191 2 F 333307 B R A BARHEDHTIHPENEE /13,66
7).81 2 @ » 324 205 2 {R 0 (Joreskog & S6rbom, 1984) - d itk o Mo EEFE &
Fop3as -l - FERAZL44AMERY "FTRF, > TFELR, (w0
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EHE, ~ TFEBL, > TEF5AR, 2B 046395 5 Jtaoonk o

B LRI BWeR > 4ok 3-1-10 %07 > & BT L $M N AVE A 4F
Mz BnA ARG BAPM Tz T2 0 A FAFAPM T 2 2B 2 AVE S RIS HEa &
# ® %>k (Chang, 2011; Fornell & Larcker,1981) > d # 3-1-10 % (F &> THFE &5, -
"FFLE, > TERE,  THFERBL L TESALAR L ARG IHE G RUR -

#3-1-9
BEFEST FTL0 - mf e  FEALZL 20 AMEL a0 A FERHL 2
, TR
or - Flg bim s ApM edGR ot
EAE AT CR
AVE
FESF .90 68
# gk & T Game quality(GAQ) 6.00 .80 .64
3 # & finteraction quality(1AQ) 6.03 87 75
& % & F Outcome quality(OCQ) 6.11 .85 73
A 83k 8 5 7 Physical quality(PHQ) 5.94 .78 61
FEL % .80 .66
£1 & ¥ ¢ creative features(CRF) 5.95 .82 .67
# ¢ 4% reputation(REP) 5.94 81 65
S e 89 81
{7 % % behavioral price(BEP) 6.11 .90 81
% & Jzemotional response(EMR) 6.15 .90 81
FEARI 91 76
FRF% % Fservice demand(SED) 5.98 .83 .69
& Bk #quality commitment(QUC) 6.05 .90 81
# %84 7 overall satisfaction(OVS) 6.07 .89 .79
Ea SN .90 74
## #& 2 % actively prepared(ACP) 6.05 .85 72
i %# % Fgrevisiting intention(RVI) 6.12 .90 81
i& & R Blrecommendation intention(RCI) 6.07 .83 .69
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# 3-1-10
BREFEST - FFLE - wERE - FERLZ2L 50 ARMEL RoeRFrEped

3 3 s 33 L
o % e R i Fl
# % &7 Event Quality .68
# % & % EventImage .64 .66
fdf i & Perceived Value .67 .64 81
% /% & Event Satisfaction .66 .55 .59 76
£ %2 & B Revisit Intention 40 .35 50 55 74

Note: The AVE of each dimension is higher than the square of the correlation coefficient of each pair of variables, then this suggests

.80

Event .86 Iteraction@

A omel
78

Rhysical
.69
Event .
/, Image
—Perceived 91 Behaviorad
‘ Value Cadn Ot -

\ 83 servicels €9
Event .88 .

seQuality G 10

OverallS \ﬁl

‘ .86 2ActiveR %

12

€15

discriminant validity.

I |..|

—+
0
o)
3
)
L)

(Y

V)
a1

V)
N
0O w

el
e2
e3
e4
€5
€6
e7
e8

o]

g
HI

>

0

.64

— r - - R . .90 - -
articipatio 8#&3Revi
Intention

G

AN

Recommend
norm chi=3.983 GFI|=.942
AGFI=.909 CFI=.972 RMSEA=.068

Bl 3-1-1 SREEFIR A 17 BHEW
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FL LTI R A AR (1) 2RI AYTE (critical ratio values ) fr,?:ré‘ A0 B % #c (total
correlation coefficients ) £ 18 F Kk - 7T BERE A LG R Uk 5 (2) FRELFZ A 47
(EFA) freez LT+ 47 (CFA) ~ 459871 > “73 A3 1 ngﬁ/}ﬁiﬁi T i g R A

AR 5 (3) R A TEE T 0 & B € 4 ¢ Cronbach ¢ a n‘«ﬁci’fsrgf“ 90 » &F B & P 3%
- ﬂli ¥ 4L 0 (Chiou» 2010) » {945+ i % > 7 BE £ BRI 245 angn] 4 2R
ﬁﬁﬁ’i%iiﬁﬁﬁb*‘%Pwﬁi%ﬁﬁéwﬁi%?‘%ii?‘%ﬁﬁﬁ‘%
FTARLELFHLRDLLGEE -

i

SN RBEATRASAFIA
P)§#%4P5¢ﬁ SB i

FM AR EREE TR AT (4o E3-2-1) B 7 42(59.9% )1t G F 0+ 12.(40.1%);
Edp R ) 121-30 2 (29.3%) % 31-40% (28.4%) #rikit Gl#E - BB F RIS F b
Bo§ (44.8%);: BER| 1 RIEE (30.6%)  GIRF 91i>»WJYZOOW}39999iéﬂiﬂﬁﬁd
Bf (36.8%); & s PIr 2 e 3t 6B (36.8%) G P LRE A FHAAIT 0 A
S ﬁ%ugﬂ‘ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%‘ﬂﬁﬁﬁ‘mﬁi mﬁi!Tk%i%Hﬂ“%“
wm$’fk$ﬁ%§?@é§$Vﬁ% fFEEF LR BT (g% 0 2011 m

%

Fdb ~ Wims ~ f %AT 0 20125 R R en  SREF 0 20105 FIRE £ 0 2016) 0 BT AR F T
FEEAER LA S VRAXAFHLER
%3-2-1
e AR R LR (N=641)
3 B4 57 v = # A
5 7 384 59.9%
& 257 40.1%
X 204 11T 76 11.9%
21-30 % 188 29.3%
31-40 4% 182 28.4%
41-50% 120 18.7%
51k 1t 75 11.7%
BB E Be(3)T 38 5.9%
B¢ B 154 24.0%
L 86 13.4%
4 ® 287 44.8%
(g ) 76 11.9%
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#3-2-1

LHEEVRRALSFFEL L (H) (N=641)
BE B ki g ¥ 23 3.6%
FIEE 102 15.9%
PRI E 196 30.6%
BoHAR 98 15.3%
FEME 1) kAR 39 6.1%
g4 98 15.3%
H 85 13.3%
LIESN 19,999~ (3 )t~ 135 21.1%
20,000-39,999 ~ 236 36.8%
40,000-59,999 ~ 182 28.4%
60,000-79,999 ~ 59 9.2%
80,000 (3 )t + 29 4.5%
B i ey Al 135 21.1%
o 236 36.8%
oA 182 28.4%
Y RS 59 9.2%
BhHFw 29 4.5%

(=) $BBBFT 525 SRmF A4

d 232287 BRI R E S0 H - E P Fo it 555815 (SD=T.01) ¢ @ - &
MRl K1384 S (1214%) 0 - E p f22-45§2374 = (1636.7%) 0 - & N %510
% %1894 % (1£29.3%) 5 — & ) £2211-20% X674 = ((£10.4%) 5 — &} %221 % (F)M
T R154 = (23%) B A BRI FT 5L FF £ 0505815 0 5 2 U Ep

4=z ié-;ﬁft°

o o

* 3-2-2

T RREFT 58 S g R a4t (N=641)
e Y I e A
ERN S 1% (7)1 138 21.4
M=5.81 =/ & 2-4 =& 237 36.7
SD=7.01 5-10 = /& 189 29.3
11-20 = /& 67 10.4
Z(5)m & 15 2.3
&3 646 100.0
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E)1BRBFEFSEFFERBEULN N

o & 3-2-3% 7 0 AR FEF S8 F SRR B3 2 A28 £ (Half Marathon) & 7 (i
55.4%) » # = % 10 WMFW%M%M&W SRR ) SR N R LR
SR TR GRG0 T AERE 2R E10 2B 0T RS P o S8 oD

% 3-2-3
TARBFE 28 FERBFL RS 1T (N=641)

i §a 78 P n %
Az %% 5 F # Ultra Marathon 56 8.7%
5 £+ Marathon 206 32.1%
X fe & + +» Half Marathon 355 55.4%
11-20 =~ 2 138 21.5%
1122 (7)™ 351 54.8%

= ngﬁﬁ—’éiﬁ%iw’? %i %~ LR E \%i,ﬁ,&i-ﬁ-} LW R
d £3-3-1% 7 > »;?&*ﬁa%i’“’t’jﬁ%iw?‘r e TikRF S TREEF T E
FETLF TR ET e A FF o A 0 TRERT | A RE ’QF’T‘\W?‘J'}P‘&@%
FETREREE ST &a%i,&aﬂ%/m STAIRES e TREEE A BRE
He TRTEE TR VAP CHARHEBL LI R BB FEEE R R
i‘r%ﬁ?‘%’ EFEANE TEZRRE 2 TSR 2 0 TS R, AR BT
BEEEEFE R EL R kpTHEF B &a%i,%,&}iﬂ%é\wl“rﬁ’f’i%"u%gj TR
z}rﬁj\J "EERE > AP L TERER ) B A RE BT R a?ﬁﬁﬁéfﬁ*&a%i/%,g)i
T kp TEMERL B %ix*iﬁﬂééwarﬂﬁﬁﬁJF#Kﬁa@Jirﬁ%L
Bl o HP uTE S4B FARE TS Jﬁ%} ENCIRERRE S S S NONERE S Eh
B AR R ERBEE S %ih%‘ﬁﬁ%@‘%iﬁﬂ£ﬁ*”&ﬂ%”“
AR 2 L0iE504-614 B A HRBFFLEFHFIST - FFLE RFE-FER
L2 L SEAREG ¢ FARREZNE

‘ﬁ
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# 3-3-1
SARBRTET CRFRY SLRE FERLZLFHAMBERPHL 2

PR AL Flh & T ok e i Xt

FESFTEL il T 6.02 .70 2
FTE RS 6.10 75 1
FEST 6.00 71 3
BB S 5.94 83 4

EERY 6.02 65
Frigii BB 5.96 97 2
B 6.02 1.57 1

R 5.99 1.01
%i TFREE L 75 W 6.10 .80 2
B F 6.14 .80 1

R 6.12 76
FEBIREL FREA L 6.06 76 1
& AGE 6.04 76 2
IRIEE H 5.97 79 3

g 6.03 .88
FE4EAREL S 6.10 91 2
54 RE 6.06 92 1
Sy N 6.06 82 3

R 6.02 .70

AL ILRZLETERE L D AFRFLETA S FLE6A S FERAESS S FEEAS S FEARRLE

35 ARG S ZEF A R R ELS o

B RARTRRAFRTSFFELY OLFEFTRLILS

W
ﬁﬁﬁ#ﬂﬂ?%btg ﬁtﬁ%iw?ﬁ %i,ﬂ?\frﬁu%m\%i RELLBIRZ LR
B0 ABE A GERHE  E R KT AR RE Y o AR BRI TS X BT
fe LA AT R e KRR &a%iw%’f %?i,a‘%l‘ff%f'%m‘% BELE LSBT EL

ZBRA . FEARBRIFRBFE FE 57 52

\\\ﬁr

(<) #uv g
d 4341 BRI PEBZEBFFET -FEIFLE - TERE - FFRLE L 42
fs]ﬁiiii’]%ﬁ?’“fj ER =N %iw?ﬂ%"’\r%%wﬁjvﬁ_%if‘-’”ﬁfl%ﬂi\rf‘?
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AR TR R E ﬁ@ffﬁfﬁfﬁ;ﬁa%i FALBe 2T haEg ~TE SRR

PTEWMAEAE ) B FHFLRN  HR TR 2 T L LB Y ALHFRE
af*ﬁﬁ%$¢aﬁoﬁbiﬂﬁﬁkwﬂkﬁwiﬁﬁﬁi&? FELYE LW
R %iﬁxﬁ PFEIRZ R A LR EF S Bl d gy Lkd s ook
ER E%iw?‘W§%m TN LR
% 3-4-1
AEREUZFEST - FELE TEHEFFALE L 2L LMAE AN 4
#7/74 e i ¥ i S HEL tig
FE ST 7 388 5.99 .69 -1.41
= 258 6.06 58
3 g 388 6.02 74 24
. 258 6.03 63
L8 BLR g 388 6.04 77 -2.57*
L 258 6.19 70
FEST g 388 5.99 74 -43
L 258 6.01 67
FHWRR ST g 388 5.90 .88 -1.49
L 258 6.00 75
FELR g 388 5.93 70 -1.74
L 258 6.08 1.35
IR - g 388 5.92 77 -1.33
L 258 6.03 1.20
f g 388 5.95 75 -1.42
L 258 6.13 2.30
FT oy @ g 388 6.06 78 -2.22%
L 258 6.20 74
R g 388 6.04 83 -2.23*
L 258 6.18 75
M g 388 6.08 81 -2.02*
L 258 6.21 78
FEALR g 388 6.03 71 30
L 258 6.01 70
BB g 388 6.06 77 30
L 258 6.05 76
R g 388 6.04 76 -01
L 258 6.05 76
PRA®T g 388 5.99 78 52
- 258 5.95 .80
FF2E1W g 388 6.02 83 -2.34*
L 258 6.17 73
PR g 388 5.97 91 -2.22%
L 258 6.12 81
FAr SN g 388 6.03 96 -2.52*%
L 258 6.21 81
ELy N g 388 5.99 97 -2.20*
- 258 6.16 .85
p<.05
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(=) B#E VR
4342 FRIAFELERBFEIET FEFL:  THEHE - FEARLEL 58
,g)ﬂi"l%\ MEL _o&ﬁ:r«&ﬂ?r]%ﬂg B R4 %.’iw%’? ?:Zi&\?\\rr'ﬁil%m\%

/%:&K %/Qbk\"a]zg‘]o

% 3-4-2
PRESERBFESTCFEFLE AP EFEBRLE L FEABMEAE 2472
57/74 &k # 4 = o E Fit T
TS A20f 11 77 6.05 70 611
B.21-30% 190 6.01 .68
C.31-40% 183 5.96 .65
D.41-50% 121 6.07 .62
E514 1 75 6.04 58
IR A.20p% 14T 77 6.00 73 .687
B.21-30 190 6.00 74
C.31-40% 183 6.00 12
D.41-50 4 121 6.12 65
E.51pk 14+ 75 6.03 .60 .705
sy 2 A20K T 77 6.14 78
B.21-30% 190 6.14 75
C.31-40% 183 6.04 77
D.41-50 4% 121 6.15 .69
E51 11+ 75 6.04 74 503
FESF  A20Kk T 77 6.02 77
B.21-304 190 5.98 68
C.31-40% 183 5.95 .70
D.41-50 4 121 6.03 79
E.51pk 12 ¢+ 75 6.07 .64 895
FMEE ST A0/ T 77 6.05 82
B.21-30% 190 5.92 .90
C.31-40% 183 5.86 87
D.41-50% 121 5.98 .76
E51% i 1 75 6.00 71
FEL% A20% 11 77 6.05 .66 1.982
B.21-30% 190 5.94 86
C.31-40% 183 5.90 .76
D.41-50 4 121 6.00 62
E.51pk 12 ¢+ 75 6.27 2.11
IR T, A20% 1 77 6.0 68 745
B.21-30% 190 5.97 1.32
C.31-40% 183 5.88 .86
D.41-50 % 121 6.01 .65
E5LA& 1t 75 5.96 82
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%+ 3-4-2
AR ERERBREST  RTLL ALK E FTRLE L 2E LML L A A (H)

£97/54 Wk i 4 T 3o i Fig T4 %
BT A204 11T 77 6.01 74 2.778
B.21-30 190 5.92 74
C.31-40% 183 5.92 79
D.41-50 & 121 5.99 71
E.51f 1} 75 6.57 4.10
FEAE A20 4 11 77 6.07 83 734
B.21-30 190 6.11 77
C.31-40% 183 6.09 81
D.41-50 & 121 6.12 711
E.51p 1} 75 6.25 64
N R A204 11 77 6.06 84 806
B.21-30 % 190 6.06 84
C.31-40 % 183 6.07 83
D.41-50 & 121 6.13 74
E.51% 1t + 75 6.24 67
BHE R A0k T 77 6.07 91 737
B.21-30 190 6.15 78
C.31-40% 183 6.11 85
D.41-50 121 6.11 73
E.51f 11+ 75 6.27 68
FEALA A204 11 77 6.06 76 1.024
B.21-30 190 5.96 73
C.31-40 % 183 6.00 70
D.41-50 & 121 6.11 64
E.51% 14 ¢ 75 6.07 68
FREE D A208 11 77 6.07 83 704
B.21-30 190 6.02 78
C.31-40 4 183 6.01 76
D.41-50 & 121 6.13 69
E.51% 11 ¢ 75 6.12 77
EFAGE A20f T 77 6.10 84 632
B.21-30 190 5.99 82
C.31-40 % 183 6.03 76
D.41-50 & 121 6.11 67
E.51% 14 ¢ 75 6.07 69
jRirE £ A20& T 77 6.01 77 1.465
B.21-30 190 5.88 82
C.31-40 4 183 5.95 80
D.41-50 121 6.09 73
E.51% 14 ¢ 75 6.04 77
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% 3-4-2
PREHARBFEST CFELE SRR ECFERLELFEALRMLE A HTE(H)

R7/7)% = R S . A F e Ttk
k¥ 223iW A20% 11 77 5.98 .80 1.367
B.21-30% 190 6.00 .90
C.31-40% 183 6.07 .80
D.41-50 % 121 6.14 73
E.51% 12} 75 6.20 .80
S i A20% 11 77 5.86 94 1.942
B.21-30% 190 5.98 .95
C.31-40% 183 6.04 83
D.41-50 % 121 6.10 78
E.51% 11+ 75 6.21 84
E2ERAE  A20K T 77 6.13 .86 .309
B.21-30% 190 6.05 .99
C.31-40% 183 6.10 91
D.41-50 % 121 6.13 77
E.51% 12} 75 6.17 92
ELA > N A20% 11 77 5.96 .88 2.209
B.21-30% 190 5.94 1.01
C.31-40% 183 6.07 91
D.41-50 % 121 6.19 83
E.51% 12} 75 6.21 .86

*p<.05

() kTREVR

a%mm’@mzk&sﬁ&m LERFFETCFFLR AR E S FERLEE S
ZIMAEEAHF S FFETL TIMERSY CFRETLE THIE 2 TF
i%%J‘%i%m&irw%%ﬁJéﬁ¥ﬂ’ﬁ%é%é@%o@ﬁiaw@%%,g
AEAFFRAGZEY B)NT IR RAKTRE AR ()N TEF P RMBE Y b
BETRIEFR R RED S HURALLETAHT T AIRKTRANEEE &
BETEFZIIAPE -
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% 3-4-3

PRERTREFEST COFFLE - CRBEFERLEILFELREIE AT

K7 F* KT AR [ S . A FiE ¥ 1Y%
FEEY AR (F)1T 38 6.21 45 1.734
B.% ¢ B 156 6.07 65
C.% 87 6.02 68
D.x ¥ 289 5.96 67
EAT g #7(5) 2 76 5.98 59
i P AR (3)1 38 6.14 59 1.382
B.% ¥ B 156 6.09 70
C.h# 87 6.09 73
D.x ¥ 289 5.96 711
EAt g #7(3) 0 2 76 6.02 65 543
5% 5 AR ()1 38 6.24 50
B.% ¥ B 156 6.14 73
C.% 4 87 6.06 .80
D.x ¥ 289 6.08 79
EA g #7(5) 2 76 6.08 67 1.704
FEST AR ()T 38 6.25 53
B.% ¢ B 156 6.03 74
C.h# 87 6.00 74
D.x & 289 5.94 72
EA g #7(F) 2 76 6.01 64
FHER S AR ()1 38 6.22 55 2.910% E SR
B.% ¥ B 156 6.05 79
C.% 4 87 5.95 .80
D.x ¥ 289 5.87 .86
EAT g #7(5) 76 5.80 .94
FEL S AR (g)rT 38 6.71 2.78 6.967* A>B,CD,E
B.% ¥ B 156 6.10 .86
C.% # 87 5.98 79
D.x ¥ 289 5.90 69
Epr g r(3)r 2 76 5.78 74
IR AR (7)) 38 6.21 54 3.741% B>E
B.% ¥ B 156 6.14 1.42
C.h# 87 5.98 .80
D.x ¥ 289 5.90 73
EA g #7(3) 0 2 76 5.70 .88
F¥EE AR (z)1T 38 7.20 5.65 6.352* A>B,C,D,E
B.% ¢ B 156 6.06 67
C.% # 87 5.99 .85
D.x ¥ 289 5.89 79
EAT§ #7(F) 76 5.85 71
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% 3-4-3

PERRTREFEST -FFELE TR E-FERLEEL S

BEARAE A4 ()
F

B /7% AR B T 3ok L B Tt

FEAERE AR (z)uT 38 6.30 49 1.087
B.% ¥ & 156 6.16 74
CE:# 87 6.13 a7
D.- & 289 6.06 .83
Ermg or(z)mt 76 6.11 .66

(= AR (z)uT 38 6.33 .46 1.684
B.% ¥ & 156 6.15 .79
CE# 87 6.15 .79
D.x # 289 6.02 .86
EFmg or(z )t 76 6.08 .69

RF & AR ()T 38 6.28 .59 .563
B.% ¢ B 156 6.18 a7
C&# 87 6.11 .80
D.~ & 289 6.10 .86
Ermg or(z)t 76 6.13 .68

FFaLA AR (z)uT 38 6.07 a7 1.365
B.% ¢ B 156 6.12 .69
CE:# 87 6.04 .68
D.x % 289 5.96 74
EF g or(g)mt 76 6.01 .59

FREL AR ()T 38 6.07 .83 .598
B.% ¥ & 156 6.11 .76
C&# 87 6.07 a7
D.- & 289 6.01 .79
EA g #r(5) b 76 6.11 .62

&= B AR AR (z)uT 38 6.04 .80 .959
B.% ¥ & 156 6.15 .69
C&# 87 6.03 72
D.x & 289 6.00 .82
Ermg or(z)t 76 6.01 .69

FRF% % & AR (z)uT 38 6.09 .81 2.707* e FE LR

B.% ¢ B 156 6.11 .80
C.&:# 87 6.03 71
D.+~# 289 5.88 .80
Erm g or(z)t 76 5.90 74
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%+ 3-4-3
ARHTRARBFEST FEAS R B0 FEBLA L FHAMLE A7 4 (F)

15 /%)% ¥} AR i fic i S L F i Tisd
j X EEN: | AR (5)1T 38 6.04 77 1.080
B.% @ B 156 6.11 79
C.E# 87 6.17 74
D.+ ¥ 289 6.00 .89
EF g 57(5) 2 76 6.12 71
T F AR (5)1T 38 6.16 82 1.120
B.% ¥ B 156 6.06 84
C.E# 87 6.11 .80
D.+ % 289 5.96 94
EF g () 76 6.11 76
EELR ARY (7)1 38 5.97 94 863
B.% ¢ B 156 6.17 .85
C.& 87 6.20 .82
D.+ % 289 6.05 .98
EF g #7(5) 2 76 6.13 81
ELY N ARz (5)1~ 38 6.00 .87 1.249
B.% ¢ B 156 6.11 .89
C.E# 87 6.20 .87
D.+ ¥ 289 5.98 .98
EF g #7(5) 2 76 6.12 83
*p<.05
(z) FER
d £4-7> FH7 FF’E%L«'%‘:‘%IJ %-—Q: % ,g)@\\fr’%jl% 15\%i,$&£ 2 R B

ZARIIHEF S EERTL j&%? FTRHEFLARG P EIFTRVRES CFRE
WT&@%&&O&ET/Fq:F‘]% fgiﬁ)‘;a% r\r‘;,fF,‘r %i,&‘?\‘frﬁ'%'ﬁ‘%iﬁ,tiﬁﬁ‘

% 3-4-4
HETSFT-FFLE R FE - FERLEEFEARLE S 4T A
PETGE T i Zow i Fe T
FE AT AR i dok 23 5.95 60 1.652

Bl % 103 6.04 61
CIRix % 197 6.03 .62
D.8 2% 4§ 100 6.02 69
B 2227k 4 & 39 6.03 49
Figa 99 6.11 67
GH 43 5.75 e
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% 3-4-4
IEBEUFEETFFLA RN B FFARA L AELWMLE A7 4 ()

AR k| i T 3o kL Fi T 4%
g A AR Hrigtc 23 5.99 74 2.208* EFELB
B.# % 103 6.07 70
C.IRi* ¥ 197 6.03 .68
D.E 2%+ R 100 6.10 .68
[ - N | 39 5.99 50
Fg4 99 6.09 70
GH i 43 5.68 84
L% 5 AR HRidtcE 23 5.93 58
B.#li ¥ 103 6.14 61 1.322
C.IRi* ¥ 197 6.12 74
D.E 2%+ E 100 6.07 .89
Efg i@k R 39 6.14 61
Fg 4 99 6.19 73
GH i 43 5.86 .83
FEET AR R Fc ¥ 23 5.91 .70 1.364
B.#i ¥ 103 6.01 .70
C.IRI* ¥ 197 6.01 .66
D.E 2%+ R 100 6.01 74
Efg i@kt R 39 6.00 .68
Fg 4 99 6.11 75
GH i 43 5.75 78
FHEREST  APRLHbKkE 23 5.98 78 1.011
B.#i ¥ 103 5.93 77
C.IRi* ¥ 197 5.95 81
D.E 2%+ R 100 5.88 95
[ &I N | 39 6.00 58
Fg 4 99 6.07 .86
GH i 43 5.72 92
FER % AR btk 23 6.02 1.02 1.945
B.fi % 103 5.97 .66
C.IRF* ¥ 197 6.01 .86
D.E 2%+ R 100 5.91 72
Efg 28k 4 R 39 6.00 74
Fg 4 99 6.03 .66
GH i 43 5.73 76
JIFRE-X1 AR bl 23 5.96 64 813
B.# % 103 5.91 79
C.IRF* ¥ 197 6.06 1.30
D.E 2%+ & 100 5.91 73
ERpg @@kt R 39 5.91 82
Fg 2 99 6.04 71
GH i 43 5.78 94
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% 3-4-4

AEBREUFEST FFLE TR HE - FFRLE L FELWMAL LA (W)

7/ # BE B Lok A FiE i %
FEEE AR HREE 23 6.01 1.56 1.741
B.#lis % 103 6.04 .63
CIRI+ ¥ 197 5.95 75
D.E 2%+ B 100 5.91 82
E.fg 2233k L R 39 6.09 77
Fg 4 99 6.02 73
GH 43 5.68 82
FEOEH B ARRERE 23 6.08 62 .604
B.#l ¥ 103 6.18 62
CIRi+ ¥ 197 6.14 74
D.E 2%+ B 100 6.09 95
E. 7 &9k 4 R 39 6.19 55
Fg4 99 6.12 77
GH 43 5.95 77
75 AR bl ¥ 23 6.19 .63 727
B.#l ¥ 103 6.15 .66
C.IRi* ¥ 197 6.12 78
D.E 2%+ R 100 6.07 .98
Exg @ik R 39 6.20 55
Fg4 99 6.11 78
GH @ 43 5.90 .87
HEF R AR btk 23 5.98 71 .609
B.#l ¥ 103 6.20 .64
CIRi+¥% 197 6.17 75
D.E 2%+ B 100 6.11 .98
Eg 28k R 39 6.19 59
Fg4 99 6.14 .87
GH 43 6.00 .79
FEARLA AR bl 23 5.92 .89 1.545
B.#li ¥ 103 6.12 .60
C.IRi* ¥ 197 5.99 .68
D.E 2%+ B 100 6.04 71
Exg @ik R 39 6.11 50
Fg4 99 6.09 76
GH @ 43 5.79 81
EREL AR E 23 6.01 .88 598
B.#li ¥ 103 6.20 62
CIRi+ ¥ 197 6.00 75
D.E 2%+ & 100 6.10 81
Eg 28k R 39 6.10 64
Fg4 99 6.10 .80
GH @ 43 5.78 81
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% 3-4-4

ARBREUFEILT FELE R FEFERLZLFELRLE AP E(H)
B7/7% BE w i B s S A Fig Y %
&R AR Hrib ¥ 23 5.96 92 1.905
B.fis ¥ 103 6.12 67
C.IRI* ¥ 197 6.01 75
D.E 2%+ R 100 6.05 .76
E. 7 229k 4 R 39 6.07 51
Fg4 99 6.15 84
GH 43 5.80 83
PRFEE f AR Hod ik 23 5.78 .98 1.375
B.fis ¥ 103 6.03 .66
CIRF+¥ 197 5.95 78
D.E 2%+ R 100 5.98 79
E.fag 2233k 4 R 39 6.15 .60
F.g 4 99 6.02 81
GH i 43 5.79 97
FER2EAWM AR HbfE 23 6.22 913 1.213
B.fi % 103 6.09 64
C.oRF+ % 197 6.09 79
D.& 2% 4 R 100 6.03 .99
E.fg 2133kt R 39 6.34 55
Fg 4 99 6.01 .82
GHw 43 5.95 79
S E A LR E 23 6.26 92 1.068
B.flis % 103 6.06 67
CIRI ¥ 197 6.04 .85
D.& 2% 4 R 100 6.02 1.04
E. g 2233k L R 39 6.26 64
F.g 4 99 5.91 94
GHw 43 6.05 79
LB E ARG E 23 6.22 1.13 1.179
B.fi % 103 6.15 75
CIRI* ¥ 197 6.11 .87
D.E 2%+ B 100 6.01 1.07
E. g 233kt R 39 6.44 60
F.g 4 99 6.12 94
GH 43 6.05 .82
ELB AR bt ® 23 6.17 94 1.722
B.fi % 103 6.08 78
C.oR+% 197 6.11 .86
D.& 2%+ B 100 6.06 1.07
E.fg 233k R 39 6.33 70
Fg 4 99 5.99 92
GH i 43 5.74 1.09
*p<.05
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(1) TR

) 23450 FRIF TGO LRBFEST FELE LW E FEALE L 22
AFORNFLE A O PR PR FRBET ST FTLE L@ 3
TALEEFELM -

% 3-4-5
PRI FESTCFFLECRPE-FERLELFELRLIE T4
R % P i s 3 L Fie fs 4 %
FEET A199997(5)11T 136 6.00 .65 626
B.20,000-39999~ 238 6.01 70
C40000-59999~ 182 6.01 62
D.60000-79999~ 61 6.01 58
E80000(3)r 29 6.20 61
3 A199997(5)11T 136 5.97 706 495
B.20,000-39999~ 238 6.01 75
C40000-50999+ 182 6.04 66
D.60000-79999~ 61 6.09 59
E80000(3)r 29 6.11 71 938
5 B A199997(5)12T 136 6.07 73
B.20,000-39.999~ 238 6.13 79
C40000-59999~ 182 6.09 69
D.60000-79999~ 61 6.01 .87
E800007( %)t 29 6.31 61 1.891
FE ST A199997(3)11T 136 5.98 76
B.20,000-39999~ 238 5.97 73
C40000-59999~ 182 6.00 68
D.60000-79999~ 61 5.99 70
E80000(3)r 29 6.34 49
FHERE ST A199097(3)T 136 5.97 81 238
B.20,000-39999~ 238 5.92 .88
C40000-50999+ 182 5.92 83
D.60000-7999~ 61 5.96 71
E800007( %)t 29 6.03 .90
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# 3-4-5
ARIErFESTCRFLR KRG E FRRAE L AHAMAE AR (F)

7% /7)% LTSS B # Tt L F & Tisd
FEAL% A199997( 5) 14T 136 6.11 1.63 804
B20000-39999~ 238 5.99 .85
C40000-59.999~ 182 5.95 .70
D.60000-79999 61 5.90 .60
E80,0007( 5)r4 29 5.88 .85
IR A19999-(3) T 136 6.00 73 772
B20000-39999~ 238 6.03 1.25
C40000-59.999 182 5.89 77
D.60,000-79999~ 61 5.90 68
E80000+(3)r2 29 5.85 .88
FEEE ALI9IOA(F)UT 136 6.23 3.10 878
B20000-39999~ 238 5.95 76
C40000-59.999~ 182 6.01 73
D.60000-79999 61 5.89 67
E80,000-( 5 )12+ 29 5.91 .90
FEEHE ALOOA(F)UT 136 6.10 73 1.260
B20000-39999~ 238 6.10 78
C40000-59.999~ 182 6.14 67
D.60000-79999 61 6.00 1.01
E80,0007( 5 )12+ 29 6.37 .68
RN RS A199997( 7)1 136 6.09 76 1.229
B20000-39999~ 238 6.06 .82
C40000-59.999~ 182 6.14 72
D.60000-79999~ 61 5.99 1.02
E80000+(5)rt 29 6.34 .68
M F A199997(5)14 T 136 6.11 81 1.225
B20000-39999~ 238 6.14 81
C40000-59999~ 182 6.15 .70
D.60000-79999~ 61 6.01 1.03
E80,0007( 5 )14+ 29 6.40 .70
FETRAR A19999( 7)1 136 6.01 72 1.182
B20000-39999+~ 238 5.98 77
C40000-59.999~ 182 6.08 62
D.60000-79999~ 61 5.98 62
E80000+(5)rt 29 6.21 71
RS R A199997( 7)1 136 6.00 79 2.043
B20000-39999~ 238 6.00 84
C40000-59.999~ 182 6.14 .65
D.60,000-79999~ 61 6.01 74
E800007(3)r2.t 29 6.33 65

43



# 3-4-5

AR ROBRBFEST CFEAR R E S FEBLE L SH AWML AR ()

B3/ % LIEESS ¥k T ok L Fia TY ek
R A19999(5 )14 136 6.08 .80 588
B.20,000-39999 238 6.01 .80
C40000-50999~ 182 6.08 .68
D.60000-79999~ 61 5.96 71
E800007( %)t 29 6.15 .86
ARG R A199997(5)14T 136 5.95 77 937
B.20,000-39999~ 238 5.92 87
C40000-50999~ 182 6.03 71
D.60000-79999~ 61 5.96 70
E800007( %)t 29 6.15 .80
FE2EAM A19999(5 )14 136 6.03 .90 1.256
B.20,000-39999~ 238 6.03 84
C40000-59999~ 182 6.11 69
D.60000-79999~ 61 5.98 .98
E800007( %)t 29 6.33 63
S 0 i A19999( 7)1 T 136 5.99 97 1.959
B.20,000-39999~ 238 6.00 .89
C40000-59999~ 182 6.10 74
D.60000-79999~ 61 5.90 1.03
E800007( %)t 29 6.38 56
L2423 W  AL990(5)T 136 6.12 1.01 .898
B.20,000-39999~ 238 6.09 91
C40000-59999~ 182 6.10 76
D.60000-79999~ 61 6.00 1.08
E800007( %)t 29 6.38 73
1k L H A19999(5) T 136 6.01 .98 911
B.20,000-39999~ 238 6.00 93
C40000-59999~ 182 6.14 .83
D.60000-79999~ 61 6.03 1.05
E80000A( 7)r 29 6.24 83
*p<.05
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() BES TR

E;%4-9”%3&7F%fi%?;i&%,&a%ir%?\% A e FERLEL L
HAPOERFLE BT LS R EPEEPRBFEST CFFLE R
FEBRLEL FELR -

* 3-4-6
ARAEAEFFFST CFFLE ARG E  FFRAEL FEARLE AN
$I7/7) % BB T i #c T 3o AL Fig 4 R
FE S A p 193 5.98 .66 448
B.- 4 0 141 6.06 59
C.oi#min 208 6.03 59
D.c 70 5.99 .85
Edgh» % 34 5.99 72
56 A o B n 193 5.99 69 733
B.o e n 141 6.09 .66
C.rigmn 208 6.04 .66
D.o#dn 70 5.98 84
Edpf» % 34 5.90 .80 722
L a Ao g n 193 6.06 71
B.n#" ¢ 141 6.16 .68
C.oigmn 208 6.13 74
D.c g dn 70 6.05 .96
Edth ¥ % 34 6.00 79 825
A A o g3 193 5.93 73
B.n g 141 6.06 .65
C.roigmn 208 6.03 65
D.o#de 70 5.95 91
Edi+ % 34 6.01 79
LT Tt LR S 193 5.92 87 150
B.o#¥ 2 141 5.94 .82
C.rigant 208 5.94 78
D.o#de 70 5.96 .95
Edpf» % 34 6.03 82
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# 3-4-6

AREGERFEST CFELR - OERE S FEBLE L SHAMLE AR (H)

RA/51# B G¥ % i i L F g Rt
FEL% A L 193 5.92 70 1.160
B. v 3% 141 5.96 68
C.o#s 208 6.00 83
D. 5 d 3w 70 6.21 2.22
Edtd ¥ % 34 6.07 70
plad A g 193 5.90 81 487
B. e 2 141 5.94 72
C.o#%s 3 208 6.02 1.28
D. oA n 70 6.00 .86
Edl ¥ % 34 6.02 .66
FEEE A LS 193 5.94 72 1.356
B.o e n 141 5.96 75
C.o#a 208 5.98 72
D. & i & 2% 70 6.41 4.29
Edtd ¥ % 34 6.12 .80
FEEBE A LMK 193 6.12 71 582
B. e 2 141 6.15 69
C.oigs 0 208 6.14 81
D. a0 70 6.00 .90
Edpd ¥ % 34 6.05 71
SRR RS AL g 3n 193 6.11 77 494
B.o e n 141 6.10 72
C.oi#a 208 6.13 83
D. o g 3n 70 6.00 .95
Edpd ¥ & 34 5.99 74
HEF AL 3n 193 6.13 74 723
B. g 2 141 6.20 73
C.o#s 208 6.15 .86
D. 5 g dn 70 6.00 92
Edpd ¥ % 34 6.10 77
FETRAR AN L 193 6.02 .65 643
B. g 2 141 6.01 .65
C.o#as 208 6.06 69
D. 5 g dn 70 5.93 94
Edth ¥ % 34 6.11 79
EER % R, A L3R 193 6.09 70 601
B.o e n 141 6.04 71
C.. %% 3% 208 6.07 77
D. o dn 70 5.94 .98
Edpd ¥ % 34 6.13 81
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%+ 3-4-6
ARALE FREFEST CFFLR R E FERLE L SEARLE S H AW

B /7)4 B LB T 1 # . L Fig IR
R Ao g 193 6.01 733 .896
B.- & 141 6.09 .68
C.rigmnt 208 6.08 73
D.o g de 70 5.92 1.00
Edth» % 34 6.11 .88
IR f A. 5 193 5.95 77 918
B.- 4 0 141 5.90 .76
C.rigmnt 208 6.04 76
D. - % & 2% 70 5.92 .96
E4th # % 34 6.09 .80
FEREAM A e 193 6.07 81 370
B.- ¢ 0 141 6.04 83
C.oiga v 208 6.10 .80
D. - % & 2% 70 5.98 87
E4th # % 34 6.12 .85
$og0 o A e 193 6.07 848 645
B. o ige ¢ 141 6.01 878
C.rigmnt 208 6.02 882
D. - % & 2% 70 5.91 913
E3isr® 34 6.18 .904
E$aim AcEr 193 6.15 943 614
B.n g 141 6.06 904
C.oigs v 208 6.13 850
D. 5 % & 2% 70 5.97 963
E3isr® 34 6.12 913
HELE A - B 193 5.98 927 786
B.- g 141 6.04 929
C.oigs v 208 6.14 878
D. 5 % & 3% 70 6.04 984
Edgsh » % 34 6.06 1.013
*p<.05
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(5) EEFERELFAFF IR
d 44100 FRIFFEHI 2 EBFILT - FELE - TEFE-FFHLEL
xjgl’sﬁbﬁ%ﬁ%‘?z{ﬂ? FEMIA P RETREFELT FELE LR E
FEBRLEL FELR -

+ 3-4-7
PRFERFFEST CFFLE o RBE S FERLELFELRMEIE T4
$78 /%)% ‘;;Q,EJ};FT:% B #e T ok R Fig i % %
FE ST A l=t/# 138 6.10 63 1.466
B. 2-4=t/# 237 5.94 67
C. 5-10=/# 189 6.02 64
D. 11-20= / & 67 6.08 64
E.21=ri /& 15 6.07 .65
5 5 A 1=/# 138 6.10 73 1.976
B. 2-4=c /& 237 5.95 70
C.5-10= /& 189 6.01 71
D. 11-20= /& 67 6.18 61
E.21=x 14 ¥ /& 15 6.05 .66 1.766
L5 5 A l1=/# 138 6.23 69
B. 2-4=t/+ 237 6.04 75
C.5-10= /& 189 6.09 76
D. 11-20=c / 67 6.05 84
E. 215 b /& 15 6.27 64 1.742
A A l=c/# 138 6.10 .68
B. 2-4=t/+ 237 5.91 73
C.5-10=/# 189 6.00 71
D. 11-20= /& 67 6.07 67
E.21= 11} & 15 6.02 87
sy A LE/E 138 5.96 78 601
B. 2-45 /& 237 5.87 .88
C. 5-10=c/# 189 5.98 81
D. 11-20=c /& 67 6.01 .85
E.21=x 11} /& 15 5.93 .80
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PR FEFIFELST FELE TR FECFERLEL FEALRMLE 247 (H)
$£8/714 F 22 AF i #ic T 3o 5 Fia g™
% i % A 1=x/#& 138 6.07 .65 1.350

B. 2-4=x /& 237 5.88 71
C.5-10=x/# 189 6.06 1.53
D. 11-20=x/# 67 6.07 .67
E.21=cm + /& 15 5.81 .79
BIR ¢ A. 1= /& 138 6.07 .68 1.253
B. 2-4=t [ & 237 5.87 .82
C. 5-10=x/# 189 5.98 1.33
D. 11-20=x/# 67 6.06 74
E.21=trm1 | & 15 5.84 .90
% 2 %% A 1=t/# 138 6.06 74 .820
B. 2-4=x /& 237 5.89 74
C.5-10=x/# 189 6.14 2.66
D. 11-20=x/# 67 6.08 .69
E.21=cm + /& 15 5.78 81
FEREHE A lx/a 138 6.18 67 457
B. 2-4=t [ & 237 6.07 g7
C.5-10=x/# 189 6.13 .76
D. 11-20=x/# 67 6.11 .90
E.21=c 0+ [# 15 6.09 .80
(i [ A 1=t/# 646 6.12 .76 402
B. 2-4=x /& 138 6.16 73
C.5-10=x/# 237 6.05 81
D. 11-20=x/# 189 6.11 .79
E.21=x 1+ [&# 67 6.09 .92
HHEF R A. 1= /& 15 6.09 .80 439
B. 2-4=x [ & 138 6.20 .70
C.5-10=x/# 237 6.09 .81
D. 11-20=x/# 189 6.15 .81
E.21=x 1+ /& 67 6.12 .94
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E.21=x 1+ [# 67 6.12 74
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B R A 1=/& 138 6.13 72 896
B. 2-4=c/# 237 5.98 .80
C.5-10= /& 189 6.04 79
D. 11-20= /# 67 6.11 66
E. 215 + /& 15 6.13 76
R H A 1=x/& 138 6.02 71 2.028
B. 2-4= /& 237 5.89 84
C.5-10= /& 189 6.04 78
D. 11-20= /# 67 6.05 73
E. 215 + /& 15 5.60 79
FEEAAW A 1=/# 138 6.16 67 1.810
B. 2-4=t/# 237 5.96 .86
C.5-10= /& 189 6.13 79
D. 11-20= /& 67 6.08 93
E. 215 + /& 15 5.96 1.05
S0 08 A 1=/# 138 6.12 76 1.654
B. 2-4=t/# 237 5.94 .90
C.5-10= /& 189 6.11 .86
D. 11-20= /& 67 5.99 98
E.21=c vt /& 15 5.87 1.13
L 3aim Als/E 138 6.24 76 1.769
B. 2-4= /& 237 6.01 97
C.5-10=t/# 189 6.13 .88
D. 11-20=¢ /& 67 6.15 96
E.21=c vt /& 15 5.87 1.13
YN A 1=/# 138 6.12 85 1.727
B. 2-4=t/# 237 5.93 .96
C.5-10=t/# 189 6.14 88
D. 11-20=c/# 67 6.12 1.01
E. 215 1} & 15 6.13 99
*p<.05
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# 3-5-2
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Path Direct effect Indirect effect Total effect

FERT oF TR % 79 N.A 79
FEEF >R E 49 .32 .81
FEET oRERL 48 33 81
FELY oL RE 41 N.A 41
FELR oFFRL 14 11 25
R E SFTAL 27 N.A 27
TR E -F 22 LR 32 13 45
FEAL oL F2AR 49 N.A 49

Note: N.A.: It was not possible to determine the direct or indirect effects.
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Liu, C. C. (2017). Event Quality, Perceived Value, Event Image, Satisfaction and Intention of Road
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Hospitality (Beppu, Japan, 24 — 26 June 2017).
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of Road Race Events in Taiwan
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PhD. Management of Sport and Recreation,
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Abstract: This study proposes a conceptual model for investigating participants’ perceptions of an
event’s quality according to the perceived value and event image, and for exploring participants’
resulting revisit intention in the context of road race events in Taiwan. A questionnaire was
developed for this quantitative study to examine these variables for road race event participants. A
total of 800 questionnaires were distributed to respondents who had participated in nine road race
events in Taiwan, of which 641 valid questionnaires were collected. The data were analyzed using
stepwise regression. The results revealed that (1) the event quality, perceived value, and event
image were positively related to the participants’ satisfaction and revisit intention; (2) 58.8% of the
variation in the participants’ satisfaction was due to their event quality and perceived value, among
which event quality explained the largest proportion of variance at 53.8%; and (3) 54.5% of the
variation in the participants’ revisit intention was due to participants’ satisfaction and perceived
value, among which participants’ satisfaction was the most significant factor in explaining the
variance at 48.6%. In conclusion, the results showed that an event quality and its perceived value
are the most important variables that affect road race event participants’ satisfaction. Moreover, the
participants’ satisfaction and perceived value play key roles in influencing the revisit intention of
road race events, and especially satisfaction is important mediating variable in road race event in Taiwan.
The implications of the results have merit for academic researchers and organizers. For example,
organizers and operators of events should consider participants’ demands and strengthen event
quality accordingly. They could also improve participants’ satisfaction to enhance their willingness
to revisit.

Keywords: event quality, event image, perceived value, road race events, satisfaction, revisit
intention
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Introduction

In recent years, small-scale sporting events have become potential tourist activities hosted by the
community (Kaplanidou & Gibson, 2010; Koo, Byon, & Baker, 2014). Some events, including marathons,
Senior Games, and Masters’ Games, have gradually established themselves as “good events” because the
well-known “good location” attracts foreign tourists (Oshimi & Harada, 2016; Wicker, Hallmann, & Zhang,
2012). According to the registration information provided in the Runner’s Plaza (2016), Taiwan’s road race
events grew from 91 events in 2006 to 1,315 events in 2016, which is a 14-fold increase in ten years. The
consumption of visiting participants has increased Taiwan’s economy by an estimated NT 8.1 billion to NT
30.3 billion each year (Liu, 2015). These popular road race events thus have a substantial impact on the
social, environmental, and economic situation of the destination community (Liu, Chuang, Chang, & Chang,
in Press; Liu, Hsu, Chen, & Chuang, 2015; Liu, Tseng, Lee, & Tung, 2016).

The significant growth of road race events in Taiwan and the development of a sustainability strategy
have become increasingly important to organizers. Revisit intention has been recognized as an essential
factor for an event’s sustainability and growth, which can be analyzed through assessing tourists’ behaviors
related to satisfaction, revisit intention, and various types of consumer key variables (Liu et al., 2016).
Regarding revisit intention, important factors of influence include event quality (Jin, Lee, & Lee, 2013; Ko
& Pastore, 2004; Theodorakis, Kaplanidou, & Karabaxoglou, 2015), perceived value (Chen, & Chen, 2010;
Cheng & Lu, 2013; Jin et al., 2013; Nuviala, Grao-Cruces, Pérez-Turpin, & Nuviala, 2012; Yang, Gu, Cen,
2011), event image(Jin et al., 2013; Kaplanidou & Vogt, 2007; Oshimi & Harada, 2016; Som, Marzuki,
Yousefi, & Abu Khalifeh, 2012), and satisfaction (Bigne', Sanchez, & Andreu, 2009; Goh, 2015; Koo et al.,
2014; Theodorakis et al., 2015).

This study therefore investigates road race event participants’ revisit intentions influences factors and
examines the relationship between road race event participants’ event quality, perceived value, event image,
satisfaction, and revisit intentions in Taiwan. The findings will provide useful insights for establishing a road
race events tourism policy and will help operators and organizers of road race events to develop strategies for

product planning, services, and marketing, and to improve service quality.

Research Objectives

This study proposes a conceptual model for investigating participants’ perceptions of an event’s quality
according to their perceived value, event image, and their resulting satisfaction and revisit intentions in the
context of road race events in Taiwan. This study therefore has the research objectives: Explore the
relationships between event quality, event image, perceived value and participants’ satisfaction and revisit

intentions on road race event in Taiwan.

73



Literature Review

Zeithaml’s (1988) model of Quality-Value-Behavior Intention (QVB) states that service quality and
perceived value are closely related to consumers’ purchasing decisions (Cronin & Taylor, 1994). This
empirical study shows the significant positive correlation between service quality and the perceived value, in
which good quality is an antecedent for increased perceived value (Cronin, Brady, & Hult, 2000). According
to Jin, Lee, and Lee, (2015) the quality of a participant’s experience significantly affects their perceived
value, image, and satisfaction. Perceived value and image also directly influences customer satisfaction and

behavioral intentions. Thus, the current study is based on the QVB formation process.

2-1. Event Quality

Service quality is “a global judgment or attitude relating to the superiority of a service” (Parasuraman,
Zeithaml, & Berry, 1985, p. 16). A customer’s perceived service quality depends on the difference between
their prior expectation and their evaluation after experiencing the service (Zeithaml, Berry, & Parasuraman,
1993). These services can be categorized as either tangible (e.g., the environment, equipment, and design) or
intangible (e.g., security, insurance, and communication) (Ko & Pastore, 2004; Liu, Tung, Tsai, & Liu, 2013;
Wakefield & Blodgett, 1999). Additionally, a consumer’s perception of service quality typically includes
outcome and process dimensions (Lehtinen & Lehtinen, 1991; Grénroos, 2000, 2006). Lehtinen and
Lehtinen (1991) extended this idea by suggesting a complementary three-dimensional quality model, which
included physical, interactive, and corporate quality. In recent years, an increasing amount of research has
focused on service quality and consumer behavior. Moon, Kim, Ko, Connaughton, and Lee’s (2011) study
adapted tangible and intangible factors from previous service quality research to the spectators and tourists of
an international bicycling race. This adaptation measured the influence of consumers’ event quality
perception on the destination’s image, identifying a positive relationship between these factors. Therefore,
within the context of spectator sports, event quality includes consumers’ overall impression of the game (Ko
& Pastore, 2004), interaction (Brady & Cronin, 2001; Ko & Pastore, 2004), outcome (Deighton, 1992;
Gronroos, 1984), and the physical environment (Bitner, 1992; Westerbeek, 2000).

2-2. Event Image

The term “event image” derives from the brand image theory and can be defined as a participant’s
psychological representation of an event (Kaplanidou, 2007). Given that a destination hosts a sporting event
to attract spectators or participants (Kaplanidou & Vogt, 2010), the concept of event image is in this case
related to the concept of destination image (Hallmann, Kaplanidou, & Breuer, 2010; Oshimi & Harada,
2016). Regardless of the size of a sporting event, event image partly depends on the cognitive and affective

image, which contribute to a holistic evaluation of the event (Baloglu & McCleary, 1999). Following
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Keller’s (1993) theoretical framework, Gwinner (1997) defined event image as “the cumulative
interpretation of meanings or associations attributed to events by consumers” (p. 147). Gwinner (1997) also
proposed a framework of three main factors that might influence an individual’s perception of an event: (a)
event type (e.g., sports, music concert, or art festivals); (b) event characteristics (e.g., size, professional status,
history, venue, and promotional appearance); and (c) individual factors (e.g., meanings associated with the

event, the strength of these associations, and their past experience of the event).

2-3. Perceived Value

Customer value is defined as “the customer’s overall assessment of the utility of a product on
perceptions of what is received and what is given” (Zeithaml, 1988: 14), which is also defined by the
relationship between the benefits received versus the sacrifice of intangible resources. The consumers’
perceived value (PV) is closely related to the quality or the benefits they perceive from the product in
exchange for the price they pay (Monroe, 1990; Zeithaml, 1988). This can include economic, social, and
psychological benefits developed through the customers’ subjective estimation of products or services.
Holbrook’s (2006) classification research categorized customer value into economic, social, hedonic, and
altruistic values. Many researchers (Chen & Chen, 2010; Cheng & Lu, 2013; Jin et al., 2015) reported that
customers’ PV is positively related to word-of-mouth, recommendation behavior, and revisit intention, while
other researchers found that PV is affected by service quality and price, which mediates between service
guality, customer satisfaction and future intentions (McDougall & Levesque, 2000; Murray & Howat, 2002;
Moon, Kim, Ko, Connaughton, & Lee, 2013; Nuviala et al., 2012). This factor is also a determinant for
customers’ future intentions, with a positive, combined influence on customer behavior and service loyalty

(Brady, Knight, Cronin, Hult, & Keillor, 2005; Yu, Zhang, Kim, Chen, & Huang, 2014).

2-4. Satisfaction

Satisfaction is an important research issue for tourism and sporting events (E.g Goh, 2015; Jin et al.,
2015), which can be described as the consumer's subjective and objective evaluation on the execution of
products and activities (Goh, 2015; Pratminingsih, Rudatin, & Rimenta, 2014), including its destination and
components (Koo et al., 2014; Shonk, 2012). Related research shows that event satisfaction is affected by
many factors, comprehensively including event quality (Jin et al., 2013; Ko & Pastore, 2004; Theodorakis et
al., 2015; Liu et al., 2013), perceived value (Chen, & Chen, 2010; Cheng & Lu, 2013; Jin et al.,2013;
Nuviala et al., 2011; Yang et al., 2011), and event image (Jin et al., 2013; Kaplanidou & Vogt, 2007; Oshimi
& Harada, 2016; Som et al., 2012).

2-5. Revisit Intentions

Chen and Tsai (2007) stated that important tourist behaviors include the participant’s choice of
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destination, subsequent evaluations, and future behavioral intentions. While “subsequent evaluations” refers
to the travel experience or perceived value and the overall visitors’ satisfaction, “future behavioral
intentions” refers to the visitor’s judgment about their likeliness to revisit the same destination and their
willingness to recommend it to others (Som et al. 2012). Therefore, revisit intention is an important predictor
of future travel behavior (Lee, 2009; Severt, Wang, Chen, & Breiter, 2007). Baker and Crompton (2000)
defined revisiting behavioral intention as the possibility of a tourist participating in an activity again. Many
researchers recommend using assessments of consumer loyalty (Chi & Qu, 2008; Koo et al., 2014;
Papadimitriou, Apostolopoulou, & Kaplanidou, 2015) and behavioral intention (Chen & Chen, 2010; Jin et
al., 2013) to measure the possibility of revisiting, including specific behavioral contexts, and
multi-dimensional scales (Baker & Crompton, 2000; Lee, 2009; Severt et al., 2007; Williams & Soutar,
2009).

2-6. Relationships among Event Quality, Perceived Value, Event Image, Satisfaction and Revisit

Intentions

Lee, Lee, and Lee (2005) suggested that event quality will affect the personal event image, and other
researchers demonstrated that customers’ experiences with products and services significantly influence their
notions of an image (Dann, 1996; Kandampully & Suhartanto, 2000; Chen & Tsai, 2007). For instance, Dann
(1996) suggested that tourists’ experiences can affect place image and that a satisfactory image can influence
the perception of a destination. Similarly, Jin et al. (2015) found that the quality of participants’ experiences
significantly affects perceived value, image, and customer satisfaction, while perceived value and image
exert a direct influence on customer satisfaction and behavioral intention. Jin et al. (2013) found that sporting
event quality would positively affect perceived value, event imagery and participatory intent. Cronin et al.
(2000) state that perceived value may be a better predictor of repurchase intention than either satisfaction or
guality. Chen and Chen (2010) revealed that experience quality appeared to be a significant predictor of
perceived value and that among heritage tourists, perceived value influenced satisfaction and behavioral
intention positively and directly.

Cole and Illum (2006) found that visitor experiences entail a partial response to management’s
performance, and experiential quality directly contributes to visitors’ overall satisfaction and behavioral
intentions. Furthermore, Kao, Huang, and Wu (2008) examined the relationship between experiential quality,
satisfaction, and intention toward the loyalty of theme park visitors. The authors found that experience
guality was an important predictor of experiential satisfaction. The findings reveal experiential quality as a
positive influencer of other critical outcomes such as satisfaction and behavioral intentions (Jin et al., 2015).

Kaplanidou and Christine (2007) found that event and destination image, which are similar and

positively related, are commonly considered as important indicators of a tourists’ perceived value; both
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factors are sufficient to influence a visitor’s decision-making process (Fakeye & Crompton, 1991; Echtner &
Brent Ritchie, 1993). Similarly, several studies within the tourism literature support that destination image
and perceived value are antecedents to customer satisfaction. In other words, the positive image of a
destination before the trip is associated with higher perceived value obtained after the visit (Chen & Chen,
2010; Lee, 2009). Chen and Tsai (2007) showed that tourists’ destination image positively affects the
perceived value of travelling. In other words, the positive image of a destination before a trip is associated
with higher perceived value obtained after the visit. Jin et al. (2013) also found that the sporting destination
image determined visitors’ perceptions of value, which directly affects future participation intention. Within
the literature, event image is often suggested to be an antecedent variable to destination image (Oshimi &
Harada, 2016), consequently affecting positive word-of-mouth, and event and destination images positively
affect event satisfaction (Koo et al., 2014) and behavioral intentions ( Kaplanidou, 2007; Kaplanidou, & Vogt,
2007). Few studies have found a direct influence of a participant’s event image on revisit intention (Jin et al.,
2015; Oshimi & Harada, 2016; Wicker et al., 2012).

Some studies have shown that satisfaction directly affects behavioral intentions (Chi & Qu, 2008;
Kaplanidou & Vogt, 2007). For example, Koo et al. (2014) found that satisfaction determined the process of
consumption, which includes brand loyalty, positive reputation, and repurchase intention. However, other
studies have shown that satisfaction is an important predictor of revisit intention, with empirical evidence
supporting the direct relationship of event image and satisfaction with revisit intention (Papadimitriou et al.,
2015; Shonk, 2012). Through satisfaction, event image indirectly affects revisit intention, which suggests
that satisfaction is a mediating variable. The current study therefore proposes the conceptual relationship

model shown in Figure 1 and the following seven hypotheses:

Event

Satisfaction

H4

H2 !
Event H7
Image H5

43 Revisit

_— Intention
H6

Perceived
Value

Figure 1 Conceptual Model.
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H1: Event quality has a positive effect on event satisfaction.
H2: Event image has a positive effect on event satisfaction.
H3: Perceived value has a positive effect on event satisfaction.
H4: Event quality has a positive effect on revisit intention.
H5: Event image has a positive effect on revisit intention.

H6: Perceived value has a positive effect on revisit intention.

H7: Event satisfaction has a positive effect on revisit intention.

METHOLOGY

Data Collection

This study targeted road running event participants who participated in Taiwan road running events. A
purposive convenience sampling and convenient method were adopted to collect data from those aged 18 or
more. A total of 800 questionnaires were distributed to people who had participated in Taiwan road running

events held from October 22, 2016, to February 12, 2017, of which, 641 valid questionnaires were collected.
Instrumentation

The design of a questionnaire for gathering data for this study arises from previous research and
incorporates specific characteristics of sporting event/tourism, which relevant literature regarding event
guality, event image, perceived value, satisfaction and revisit intention. The questionnaire consists of five
sections, and the background information of the respondents. Responses were indicated on a seven point
Likert scale (7 = strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree). The questions regarding event quality were designed
based on the studies of Lehtinen and Lehtinen (1991), Grénroos (2006), and Moon et al. (2011), there are
four constructs, game quality (three items), interaction quality (five items), outcome quality (three items),
and physical environment quality (two items). The questions regarding event image were designed based on
Bigne” et al. (2009), Hallmann et al. (2010), Gwinner (1997), Kaplanidou (2007), and Papadimitriou et al.
(2015) proposed a framework two factors that might influence an individual’s perception of a particular event,
which include creative features (two items), and reputation (two items). The questions regarding perceived
value were designed based on Chen & Chen (2010), Holbrook (2006), Monroe (1990), and Zeithaml (1988)
classified perceived value was categorized into behavioral price (three items) and emotional response (two
items). The questions regarding event satisfaction were designed based on Goh (2015), Papadimitriou et al.
(2015), Pratminingsih et al. (2014), and Shonk (2012), which measured event satisfaction with service
demand (three items), quality commitment (three items), and overall satisfaction (four items). The questions
of Revisit intention have three constructs, actively prepared, revisiting intention, and recommendation
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intention were used to measure revisiting behavioral intention based on the studies of Julaimi and Talib
(2016), Kaplanidou and Vogt (2007), Som et al. (2012), and Wicker et al. (2012).

The five scales analysis revealed that the critical ratio values and total correlation coefficients for each
item reached a significant level, showing construction of the scale has discrimination; which exploratory
factor analyses (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) showed that the analyses revealed that all
research instruments exhibited validity and model fit the data appropriately; which reliability analysis
showed that each scale’s Cronbach's alpha coefficients was above .90, which revealed the internal
consistency was acceptable (Chiou, 2010). Based on the results, five scales demonstrated sound discriminant,
validity, and reliability, which five scales are well suited to the measurement of participant opinion regarding
the event quality, event image, perceived value, event satisfaction and revisit intention for road race events in

Taiwan.
Data Analysis

SPSS version 17.0 was used to provide descriptive statistical analysis of participants’ demographics and
participants’ behaviors. The Pearson’s correlation coefficient was used to analyze the relationship between
participants’ event quality, event image, perceived value, event satisfaction and revisit intention to participate
in road race events in Taiwan. Stepwise regression analysis was selected to predict road race event
participants’ satisfaction and revisit intention by their event quality, event image, and perceived value. Before
undertaking stepwise regression analysis, tests were conducted on the hypothesis which includes the level of
satisfaction’s normal distribution, independency of independent variables autocorrelation, and linear

modeling’s goodness of fit (Kleinbaum, Kupper, & Muller, 1988).

Results and Discussions
Analysis of the Types of Road Race Event Participants

As shown in Table 1, the participants comprised 384 males (59.9%) and 257 females (40.1%),
with an average age of 34.58 (SD=11.97); most were aged between 21-40 years. In terms of
education, occupation, and income, 44.8% of participants had a university degree, 30% worked
within the services industry, and 36% had a monthly income between NTD 20,000-39,999, which
was the highest proportion of shared participant characteristics. The average rate of participation in
road race events per year as reported by participants is 5.79 (SD=7.11). Regarding the types of road running
events (Table 1), the one with the highest percentage is half marathon (55.4%), followed by 10K & below
(54.8%), marathon (32.1%), 11-20 km (21.5%), and ultra-marathon (8.7%). The analysis shows that

participants favor half marathons, 10K & below, and marathons. Moreover, the analysis of participants’
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demographics and behaviors show that population of participants contains diverse groups, its’
indicating that the road running activity is a “running for all” in Taiwan (Liu, 2015; Liu et al., 2016).
Table 1

Participants’ demographics and participate behaviors analysis. N=641

Variable Category Frequency Percentage

Gender Male 384 59.9%

Female 257 40.1%

Age 20 years old & below 76 11.9%

M=34.58 21-30 years old 188 29.3%

SD=11.97 31-40 years old 182 28.4%

41-50 years old 120 18.7%

51 years old & over 75 11.7%

Education Senior high school 38 5.9%

high school 154 24.0%

College degree 86 13.4%

University degree 287 44.8%

Master & doctor degree 76 11.9%

Occupations Agriculture, Forestry, Animal & Livestock 23 3.6%

Manufacturing 102 15.9%

Services Industry 196 30.6%

Government Employees 98 15.3%

House wives &Retirees 39 6.1%

Students 98 15.3%

Others 85 13.3%

Monthly NTD 19,999 below 135 21.1%

Income NTD 20,000-39,999 236 36.8%

NTD 40,000-59,999 182 28.4%

NTD 60,000-79,999 59 9.2%

NTD 80,000 & More 29 4.5%

Participate Ultra-Marathon 56 8.7%

category Marathon 206 32.1%

in the past Half Marathon 355 55.4%

year 11-20K 138 21.5%

10K & below 351 54.8%

Relationship between Event Quality, Event Image, Perceived Value, Event Satisfaction and
Revisit Intention

Analysis based on the correlation coefficient matrix (see Table 2) shows that road race participants’
event quality, event image, perceived value have significantly positive correlations (p <.05) to event
satisfaction and revisit intention in road race events, with correlation coefficients ranging between .353
to .733. It is shown that the independent variables of this study are positively correlated with the dependent
variables. The results are similar to those of relevant literature, as the satisfaction of road race events is

significantly correlated with event quality (Cole & Illum, 2006; Jin et al., 2015; Kao et al., 2008), event
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image (Jago, Chalip, Brown, Mules, & Shameem, 2003; Koo et al., 2014; Xing & Chalip, 2006) and
perceived value (Chen & Chen, 2010; McDougall & Levesque, 2000; Murray & Howat, 2002; Moon et al.,
2013; Nuviala et al., 2012; Lee, 2009). The intent to participate in road race events is also significantly
correlated with participants’ event quality (Cole & Illum, 2006; Jin et al., 2015; Kao, Huang, & Wu, 2008),
event image (Jin et al., 2015; Kaplanidou, 2007; Kaplanidou & Gibson, 2010; Oshimi & Harada, 2016;
Wicker et al., 2012), perceived value (Brady et al., 2005; Jin et al., 2013; Yu et al., 2014) and satisfaction
(Chi & Qu, 2008; Koo et al., 2014; Papadimitriou et al., 2015; Shonk, 2012). The results of this study
show that road race participants’ event quality, event image, perceived value have significantly positive

correlations to event satisfaction and revisit intention in road race events.

Table 2
Summary of Pearson Correlation Coefficient for the Relationship Between Road Race Event Participants’
Event Quality, Event Image, Perceived Value, Satisfaction and Revisit Intention

Variables M SD EQ El PV ES
Event Quality (EQ) 6.02 .64
Event Image (EI) 5.98 97 B527**
Perceived Value (PV) 6.13 72 731** 495**
Event Satisfaction (ES) 6.02 .70 133** A27F* .689**
Revisit Intention (RI) 6.09 75 .588** .353** .656** 697**

** P < .01; * P < .05 (two-tailed)

Regression Analysis of Road Race Event Satisfaction Based on Event Quality, Event Image,
Perceived Value

Relevant factors for road race event participants’ satisfaction cognition were selected according to
stepwise regression analysis results. The chosen variables included event quality (EQ) and perceived value
(PV). From the road race event participants’ satisfaction fixed standard, residual figures in frequency
histogram, and normal probability distribution, the collinearity between normal distribution and independent
variable matched the variance inflation factor. VIF=2.15 and the maximum CI was 29.32 (CI<30)
(Kleinbaum, Kupper, & Muller, 1988). Thus, no significant collinearity exists among independent variables
in this research, and the test for residual autocorrelation (Durbin-Watson D=1.892) revealed no
autocorrelation. An equation was generated from all influencing factors of road race event participants’
satisfaction analyzed by stepwise regression (see Table 3).

Participants’ event satisfaction = .493(EQ) + .329 (PV)
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Table 3

Regression Coefficient of Road Race Event Satisfaction N=641
Model R2 F Unstand. Standard i Collinearity Durbin-
Coeff. Coeff. Toler VIE Watson
Intercept 871 5.06*
Event Quality (EQ) 538 743.60* 534 493 13.23* A7 2.15 1.892
Perceived Value (PV) .588 78.01* 317 329 8.83* A7 2.15

Dependent variable = Event satisfaction; *p < .05
The above equation reveals that road race event participants’ satisfaction can be explained by event

quality (EQ) and perceived value (PV). The total explained variance is 58.8%, with event quality being the
most significant factor in explaining variance (53.8%), followed by perceived value (5.0%). Foregoing
results show that event quality is the most salient factor impacting the satisfaction of road race event
participants, while event image is less obvious. The results of this study are similar to those of previous
studies regarding event quality (Jin et al., 2013; Ko & Pastore, 2004; Theodorakis et al., 2015; Liu et al.,
2013) and perceived value (Chen, & Chen, 2010; Cheng & Lu, 2013; Jin et al.,2013; Nuviala et al., 2011;
Yang et al., 2011). However, the study also found that participants’ event image in road race events was not
significant influences to participants’ satisfaction, which results are different from the past researches (Jin et
al., 2013; Kaplanidou & Vogt, 2007; Oshimi & Harada, 2016; Som et al., 2012). Therefore, the results of this
study supported finding of previous research on the relationship among event quality and perceived value
and satisfaction revealed that event quality and perceived value has direct impact on satisfaction. It also
found that road race participants are rather concerned about the quality and value of the road race event in

Taiwan, but less concerned about the image of the road race.

Regression Analysis of Road Race Event Participants’ Revisit Intention Based on Event
Quiality, Event Image, Perceived Value, and Satisfaction

Relevant factors for road race event participants’ revisit intention were selected according to stepwise
regression analysis results. The chosen variables included participation event satisfaction (ES) and perceived
value (PV). From the road event participants’ participants’ revisit intention fixed standard, residual figures in
frequency histogram, and normal probability distribution, the collinearity between normal distribution and
independent variable matched the variance inflation factor. VIF=1.91 and the maximum CI was 26.80
(CI<30) (Kleinbaum et al., 1988). Thus, no significant collinearity exists among independent variables in this
research, and the test for residual autocorrelation (Durbin-Watson D=1.791) revealed no autocorrelation. An
equation was generated from all influencing factors of road event participants’ intent analyzed by stepwise
regression (see Table 4).

Participants’ revisit intention = .467 (ES) + .334 (PV)
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Table 4

Regression Coefficient of Road Race Event Participants’ Revisit Intention N=1566
Model R? F Unstand. Standard i Collinearity ~ Durbin-
Coeff.  Coeff. Toler VIF  Watson
Intercept 901 4.76*
Event Satisfaction (ES) 486 604.74* 506 467 12.67* .53 1.91 1.719
Perceived Value (PV) .545 81.92* .349 334 9.05* 53 1.91

Dependent variable = Participants’ satisfaction; *p < .05

The above equation reveals that road event participants’ revisit intention (RI) can be explained by
participants' event satisfaction (ES) and perceived value (PV). The total explained variance is 54.5%, with
participants' event satisfaction being the most significant factor in explaining variance (48.6%), followed by
and perceived value (5.9%). Foregoing results show that road race event participant’s satisfaction and
perceived value are the salient factor impacting participants’ revisit intention, while the event quality and
event image of are less obvious, merely the event quality through the event satisfaction indirect impact on
revisit intention. The results of this study are similar to those of previous studies regarding event satisfaction
positively affects behavioral intentions (Chi & Qu, 2008; Kaplanidou & Vogt, 2007; Koo et al., 2014;
Papadimitriou et al., 2015; Shonk, 2012), and perceived value positively affects behavioral intentions (Moon
et al., 2013; Nuviala et al., 2012; Brady et al., 2005; Yu et al., 2014). However, the study also found that
participants’ event image was not significant influences to participants’ revisit intention, which results are
different from the past researches (Jin et al., 2013; Jin et al., 2015; Kaplanidou & Gibson, 2010; Oshimi &
Harada, 2016; Som et al., 2012; Wicker et al., 2012). Moreover, the results of this study have supporting the
event quality through satisfaction indirectly affects revisit intention, which suggests that satisfaction is a
mediating variable (Papadimitriou et al., 2015; Shonk, 2012). Therefore, the results of this study supported
finding of previous research on the relationship among satisfaction, perceived value and revisit intention
revealed that satisfaction and perceived value has direct impact on revisit intention, and event quality
through satisfaction indirectly affects revisit intention, satisfaction is important mediates between event
quality and future revisit intentions (McDougall & Levesque, 2000; Murray & Howat, 2002; Moon et al.,
2013; Nuviala et al., 2012). This factor is also a determinant for participants’ future revisit intentions, with a
positive, combined influence on participants’ revisit behavior (Brady et al., 2005; Yu et al., 2014).
Participants who are satisfied, perceived valuable and quality with the of road race event will revisit in the
future.

Based on the above stepwise regression analysis and discussion that was performed to examine the
influence of event quality, event image, perceived value on satisfaction and revisit intention in road race
events. The result of the study is illustrated in Figure 2, which provides path coefficient about the parameter

estimates for the model, and Table 5 reports the results of the hypothesis tests. In total, four of the eight
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hypotheses were supported. As indicated by the path coefficients achieve significance levels, the influence of
event quality, perceived value on event satisfaction was significant at the 0.05 level, thus supporting H1 and
H3; the satisfaction and perceived value had a significant and positive effect on revisit intention at the 0.05

level, thus supporting H7 and Heé.

Event Event
Quallty 493* : :
. _— Satisfaction
.- R‘=.588
.- ,—/V -
Event -7 - 329* ABT*

Image T~

Revisit
Intention

Perceived Ré= 545

Value

Figure 2. Research Model.

Table 5 The Results of the Hypothesis Tests

Hypothesized path Beta Sig Test result
H1: Event quality positive effect event satisfaction. 493 .000 Supported
H2: Event image effect event satisfaction. - >05  Not Supported
H3: Perceived value positive effect event satisfaction. .329 .000 Supported
H4: Event quality positive effect revisit intention. - >05  Not Supported
H5: Event image positive effect revisit intention. - >05  Not Supported
H6: Perceived value positive effect revisit intention. 334 .000 Supported

H7: Event satisfaction positive effect revisit intention. 467 .000 Supported
*p< 0.05; ***xp < 0.001

CONCLUSION

The hypothesized model constructed and used within this study is based on the QVB (Zeithaml, 1988)
formation process. This model is used to discuss participants’ event quality, event image, perceived value,
event satisfaction, and revisit intention when participating in road race events. The model is also used to
explore the causal relationships between influencing factors. This study found that event quality and

perceived value influence event satisfaction (H1 and H3). In addition, perceived value and event satisfaction
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influence revisit intention (H6 and H7). However, the study also found that participants’ event image was not
significant influencing participants’ event satisfaction (H2) and revisit intention (H6), merely the event
quality through the event satisfaction indirect impact on revisit intention. Therefore, some results of this
study support the current hypotheses and some do not support.

The empirical findings of this study show that event quality is the key contributor to event satisfaction
because the influence coefficient is larger than all other factors. Within the context of a road race event, these
findings suggest that event quality is a major factor alongside event satisfaction. In addition, perceived value
has an indirect influence on event satisfaction and revisit intention. Therefore, within the context of a road
race event, perceived value is also an important factor influencing event satisfaction and revisit intention.
Thus, when describing the road race event, event quality is the most significant factor affecting participant
behavior because it influences perceived value and event satisfaction, which subsequently affects revisit
intention. This study suggests that within road race events, event quality and perceived value are the most
important factors influencing participants’ satisfaction and revisit intention. Namely, regarding event
characteristics, atmosphere, game quality, interaction quality, outcome quality, physical quality, behavioral
price and emotional response are important factors influencing an event’s satisfaction and revisit intention.
Moreover, this study also found that event quality through satisfaction indirectly affects revisit intention,
which mediates between event quality and future revisit intentions, it show that satisfaction is important
mediating variable in road race event. These results can thus be used as a theoretical supplementary reference
for the construction of sport and tourist events on behavioral model.

To address the practical application of this study, the results indicate that the most successful approach
to organizing a road racing event is to optimize the service strategy for event quality. This optimization
should enhance the quality of participants’ service experience and increase the perceived value, observed
through spending behaviors and emotional responses. Therefore, organizers and cities should consider the
participants’ emotional perceptions of road race events, strengthen the characteristics of the events to meet
participant expectations. For example, the road race host city should consider expectations of the event
quality by providing local accommodation, transportation, restaurants, and attractions, and by arranging
well-trained staff or volunteers. Such services not only ensure good service quality, but they also help to
build a positive event quality, perceived value, and satisfaction, thus effectively enhancing participants’
revisit intention toward road race events (Goh, 2015; Hallmann et al., 2010; Jin et al., 2013; Pratminingsih et

al., 2014; Som et al., 2012).
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ABSTRACT

The significant growth of road race events in Taiwan and the development of a sustainability strategy have
become increasingly important. Revisit intention has been recognized as one of the essential factors for an
event's sustainability and growth. Various factors influence participants revisiting an event including event
quality, perceived value, event image, and satisfaction. This study proposes a conceptual model for
investigating participants’ perceptions of an event’s quality according to the perceived value and event image,
as well as participants’ resulting revisit intentions in the context of road race events in Taiwan. A
guestionnaire was developed for this quantitative study to examine the level of these variables in road race
event runners. The primary 641 valid questionnaires were collected from respondents who had participated
in nine road race events in Taiwan. The data were analyzed using structural equation modeling. The results
revealed the following: 1) the explanatory power of this study’s theoretical development model showed that
all latent variables of the overall model were satisfactory. 2) Event satisfaction and its perceived value had a
significant positive effect on revisit intentions. Moreover, event quality, event image, and perceived value
exerted a direct positive influence on event satisfaction; event quality and event image directly influenced
perceived value; and event quality directly influenced event image. However, event quality and event image
had non-significant direct effects on revisit intentions, which, through perceived value and satisfaction,
indirectly and positively influenced revisit intentions. 3) The explanatory power of each variable for event

image, perceived value, satisfaction, and revisit intention was 63%, 72%, 70%, and 59%, respectively,
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showing that the explanatory power of all of the potential variables for the entire model was satisfactory. In
conclusion, the results showed that event quality, event image, perceived value, satisfaction play key roles in
predicting road race runners’ revisit intentions in Taiwan. The findings of this study have significant
managerial implications for event marketing managers and organizers. For example, organizers and operators
of events should consider participants’ demands and strengthen an event’s quality accordingly. They should

also improve participants’ satisfaction, to enhance their willingness to revisit.

Keywords: event quality, event image, perceived value, road race events, satisfaction, revisit intention

1. INTRODUCTION

According to the registration information provided in the Runner’s Plaza (2016), Taiwan’s road race
events grew from 91 events in 2006 to 1,315 events in 2016, which is a 14-fold increase in ten years. The
consumption of visiting participants has increased Taiwan’s economy by an estimated NT 8.1 billion to NT
30.3 hillion each year (Liu, 2015). These popular road race events thus have a substantial impact on the
social, environmental, and economic situation of the destination community (Liu, Chuang, Chang, & Chang,
in Press; Liu, Hsu, Chen, & Chuang, 2015; Liu, Tseng, Lee, & Tung, 2016).

The significant growth of road race events in Taiwan and the development of a sustainability strategy
have become increasingly important to organizers. Revisit intention has been recognized as an essential
factor for an event’s sustainability and growth, which can be analyzed through assessing tourists’ behaviors
related to satisfaction, revisit intention, and various types of consumer key variables (Liu et al., 2016).
Regarding revisit intention, important factors of influence include event quality (Jin, Lee, & Lee, 2013; Ko
& Pastore, 2004; Theodorakis, Kaplanidou, & Karabaxoglou, 2015), perceived value (Chen, & Chen, 2010;
Cheng & Lu, 2013; Jin et al., 2013; Nuviala, Grao-Cruces, Pérez-Turpin, & Nuviala, 2012; Yang, Gu, Cen,
2011), event image(Jin et al., 2013; Kaplanidou & Vogt, 2007; Oshimi & Harada, 2016; Som, Marzuki,
Yousefi, & Abu Khalifeh, 2012), and satisfaction (Bigne', Sanchez, & Andreu, 2009; Goh, 2015; Koo et al.,
2014; Theodorakis et al., 2015).

This study therefore investigates marathon runners’ revisit intentions and examines the relationship
between marathon runners’ event quality, perceived value, event image, satisfaction, and revisit intentions in
Taiwan. The findings will provide useful insights for establishing a road race sports tourism policy and will
help operators and organizers of road race events to develop strategies for product planning, services, and
marketing, and to improve service quality. This study therefore has the following research objectives:

1) Investigate the suitability of the construct to marathon runners in Taiwan and the overall model of

revisit intention.
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2) Explore the effects of event quality, perceived value, event image, and satisfaction on marathon

runners’ revisit intentions in Taiwan.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2-1. Event Quality

A customer’s perceived service quality depends on the difference between their prior expectation and
their evaluation after experiencing the service (Zeithaml, Berry, & Parasuraman, 1993). Additionally, a
consumer’s perception of service quality typically includes outcome and process dimensions (Lehtinen &
Lehtinen, 1991; Gronroos, 2000, 2006). Lehtinen and Lehtinen (1991) extended this idea by suggesting a
complementary three-dimensional quality model, which included physical, interactive, and corporate quality.
In recent years, an increasing amount of research has focused on service quality and consumer behavior.
Moon, Kim, Ko, Connaughton, and Lee’s (2011) study adapted tangible and intangible factors from previous
service quality research to the spectators and tourists of an international bicycling race. This adaptation
measured the influence of consumers’ event quality perception on the destination’s image, identifying a
positive relationship between these factors. Therefore, within the context of spectator sports, event quality
includes consumers’ overall impression of the game (Ko & Pastore, 2004), interaction (Brady & Cronin,
2001; Ko & Pastore, 2004), outcome (Deighton, 1992; Grénroos, 1984), and the physical environment(Bitner,
1992; Westerbeek, 2000).

2-2. Event Image

The term “event image” derives from the brand image theory and can be defined as a participant’s
psychological representation of an event (Kaplanidou, 2007). Given that a destination hosts a sporting event
to attract spectators or participants (Kaplanidou & Vogt, 2010), the concept of event image is in this case
related to the concept of destination image (Hallmann, Kaplanidou, & Breuer, 2010; Oshimi & Harada,
2016). Following Keller’s (1993) theoretical framework, Gwinner (1997) defined event image as “the
cumulative interpretation of meanings or associations attributed to events by consumers” (p. 147). Gwinner
(1997) also proposed a framework of three main factors that might influence an individual’s perception of an
event: (a) event type (e.g., sports, music concert, or art festivals); (b) event characteristics (e.g., size,
professional status, history, venue, and promotional appearance); and (c) individual factors (e.g., meanings

associated with the event, the strength of these associations, and their past experience of the event).

2-3. Perceived Value

Customer value is defined as “the customer’s overall assessment of the utility of a product on
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perceptions of what is received and what is given” (Zeithaml, 1988: 14), which is also defined by the
relationship between the benefits received versus the sacrifice of intangible resources. The consumers’
perceived value (PV) is closely related to the quality or the benefits they perceive from the product in
exchange for the price they pay (Monroe, 1990; Zeithaml, 1988). This can include economic, social, and
psychological benefits developed through the customers’ subjective estimation of products or services.
Holbrook’s (2006) classification research categorized customer value into economic, social, hedonic, and
altruistic values. Many researchers (Chen & Chen, 2010; Cheng & Lu, 2013; Jin et al., 2015) reported that
customers’ PV is positively related to word-of-mouth, recommendation behavior, and revisit intention, while
other researchers found that PV is affected by service quality and price, which mediates between service
guality, customer satisfaction and future intentions (McDougall & Levesque, 2000; Murray & Howat, 2002;
Moon, Kim, Ko, Connaughton, & Lee, 2013; Nuviala, Grao-Cruces, Pérez-Turpin, & Nuviala, 2012). This
factor is also a determinant for customers’ future intentions, with a positive, combined influence on customer
behavior and service loyalty (Brady, Knight, Cronin, Hult, & Keillor, 2005; Yu, Zhang, Kim, Chen, & Huang,
2014).

2-4. Satisfaction

Satisfaction is an important research issue for tourism and sporting events (E.g Goh, 2015; Jin et al.,
2015), which can be described as the consumer's subjective and objective evaluation on the execution of
products and activities (Goh, 2015; Pratminingsih, Rudatin, & Rimenta, 2014), including its destination and
components (Koo et al., 2014; Shonk, 2012). Related research shows that event satisfaction is affected by
many factors, comprehensively including event quality (Jin et al., 2013; Ko & Pastore, 2004; Theodorakis et
al., 2015; Liu et al., 2013), perceived value (Chen, & Chen, 2010; Cheng & Lu, 2013; Jin et al.,2013;
Nuviala, Grao-Cruces, Pérez-Turpin, & Nuviala, 2011; Yang et al., 2011), and event image (Jin et al., 2013;
Kaplanidou & Vogt, 2007; Oshimi & Harada, 2016; Som et al., 2012).

2-5. Revisit Intentions

Chen and Tsai (2007) stated that important tourist behaviors include the participant’s choice of
destination, subsequent evaluations, and future behavioral intentions. While “subsequent evaluations™ refers
to the travel experience or perceived value and the overall visitors’ satisfaction, “future behavioral
intentions” refers to the visitor’s judgment about their likeliness to revisit the same destination and their
willingness to recommend it to others (Som et al. 2012). Therefore, revisit intention is an important predictor
of future travel behavior (Lee, 2009; Severt, Wang, Chen, & Breiter, 2007). Baker and Crompton (2000)

defined revisiting behavioral intention as the possibility of a tourist participating in an activity again. Many
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researchers recommend using assessments of consumer loyalty (Chi & Qu, 2008; Koo et al., 2014;
Papadimitriou, Apostolopoulou, & Kaplanidou, 2015) and behavioral intention (Chen & Chen, 2010; Jin et
al., 2013) to measure the possibility of revisiting, including specific behavioral contexts, and
multi-dimensional scales (Baker & Crompton, 2000; Lee, 2009; Severt et al., 2007; Williams & Soutar,
2009).

2-6. Relationships among Event Quality, Perceived Value, Event Image, Satisfaction and Revisit

Intentions

Lee, Lee, and Lee (2005) suggested that event quality will affect the personal event image, and other
researchers demonstrated that customers’ experiences with products and services significantly influence their
notions of an image (Dann, 1996; Kandampully & Suhartanto, 2000; Chen & Tsai, 2007). For instance, Dann
(1996) suggested that tourists’ experiences can affect place image and that a satisfactory image can influence
the perception of a destination. Similarly, Jin et al. (2015) found that the quality of participants’ experiences
significantly affects perceived value, image, and customer satisfaction, while perceived value and image
exert a direct influence on customer satisfaction and behavioral intention. Jin et al. (2013) found that sporting
event quality would positively affect perceived value, event imagery and participatory intent. Cronin et al.
(2000) state that perceived value may be a better predictor of repurchase intention than either satisfaction or
guality. Chen and Chen (2010) revealed that experience quality appeared to be a significant predictor of
perceived value and that among heritage tourists, perceived value influenced satisfaction and behavioral
intention positively and directly.

Cole and Illum (2006) found that visitor experiences entail a partial response to management’s
performance, and experiential quality directly contributes to visitors’ overall satisfaction and behavioral
intentions. Furthermore, Kao, Huang, and Wu (2008) examined the relationship between experiential quality,
satisfaction, and intention toward the loyalty of theme park visitors. The authors found that experience
guality was an important predictor of experiential satisfaction. The findings reveal experiential quality as a
positive influencer of other critical outcomes such as satisfaction and behavioral intentions (Jin et al., 2015).

Kaplanidou and Christine (2007) found that event and destination image, which are similar and
positively related, are commonly considered as important indicators of a tourists’ perceived value; both
factors are sufficient to influence a visitor’s decision-making process (Fakeye & Crompton, 1991; Echtner &
Brent Ritchie, 1993). Similarly, several studies within the tourism literature support that destination image
and perceived value are antecedents to customer satisfaction. In other words, the positive image of a
destination before the trip is associated with higher perceived value obtained after the visit (Chen & Chen,

2010; Lee, 2009). Chen and Tsai (2007) showed that tourists’ destination image positively affects the
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perceived value of travelling. In other words, the positive image of a destination before a trip is associated
with higher perceived value obtained after the visit. Jin et al. (2013) also found that the sporting destination
image determined visitors’ perceptions of value, which directly affects future participation intention. Within
the literature, event image is often suggested to be an antecedent variable to destination image (Oshimi &
Harada, 2016), consequently affecting positive word-of-mouth, and event and destination images positively
affect event satisfaction (Koo et al., 2014) and behavioral intentions ( Kaplanidou, 2007; Kaplanidou, & Vogt,
2007). Few studies have found a direct influence of a participant’s event image on revisit intention (Jin et al.,
2015; Kaplanidou & Gibson, 2010; Oshimi & Harada, 2016; Wicker et al., 2012).

Some studies have shown that satisfaction directly affects behavioral intentions (Chi & Qu, 2008;
Kaplanidou & Vogt, 2007). For example, Koo et al. (2014) found that satisfaction determined the process of
consumption, which includes brand loyalty, positive reputation, and repurchase intention. However, other
studies have shown that satisfaction is an important predictor of revisit intention, with empirical evidence
supporting the direct relationship of event image and satisfaction with revisit intention (Papadimitriou et al.,
2015; Shonk, 2012). Through satisfaction, event image indirectly affects revisit intention, which suggests
that satisfaction is a mediating variable. The current study therefore proposes the conceptual relationship
model shown in Figure 1 and the following eight hypotheses:

H1: Event quality has a positive effect on event image.

H2: Event quality has a positive effect on perceived value.
H3: Event image has a positive effect on perceived value.

H4: Event quality has a positive effect on event satisfaction.
H5: Event image has a positive effect on event satisfaction.
H6: Perceived value has a positive effect on event satisfaction.
H7: Perceived value has a positive effect on revisit intention.

H8: Event satisfaction has a positive effect on revisit intention.

Perceived
Value

Revisit
Intention




Figure 1 Conceptual Model.

3. METHOLOGY

3-1. Participants

This study targeted road race event participants who had participated in road race events in the past year
in Taiwan. A purposive convenience sampling and convenient method was adopted to collect data from
those aged 18 or more. A total of 800 questionnaires were distributed to respondents who had participated in
road race events on the October 22, 2016 to February 12, 2017 in Taiwan, of which, 641 valid questionnaires

were collected.

3-2. Instrumentation

The design of a questionnaire for gathering data for this study arises from previous research and
incorporates specific characteristics of sporting event/tourism, which relevant literature regarding event
guality, event image, perceived value, satisfaction and revisit intention (see Table 2). The questionnaire
consists of five sections, and the background information of the respondents.

3-2-1 Event quality. The questions regarding event quality were designed based on the studies of

Lehtinen and Lehtinen (1991), Grénroos (2006), and Moon et al. (2011). Four constructs, game quality (three
items), interaction quality (five items), outcome quality (three items), and physical environment quality (two
items), and a seven-point Likert scale (7= strongly agree, 1= strongly disagree) were used to measure the
event quality of road race event.
3-2-2 Event image. The questions regarding event image were designed based on Bigne™ et al. (2009),
Hallmann et al. (2010), Gwinner (1997), Kaplanidou (2007), and Papadimitriou et al. (2015) proposed a
framework two factors that might influence an individual’s perception of a particular event, which include
creative features (two items), and reputation (two items), and a seven-point Likert scale (7= strongly agree,
1= strongly disagree) were used to measure the event image of road race event.

3-2-3 Perceived value. The questions regarding perceived value were designed based on Chen & Chen
(2010), Holbrook (2006), Monroe (1990), and Zeithaml (1988) classified perceived value was categorized
into behavioral price (three items) and emotional response (two items), and a seven-point Likert scale (7 =
strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree) were used to measure the perceived value of road race event.

3-2-4 Event satisfaction. The questions regarding event satisfaction were designed based on Goh (2015),
Papadimitriou et al. (2015), Pratminingsih et al. (2014), and Shonk (2012), which measured event
satisfaction with service demand (three items), quality commitment (three items), and overall satisfaction
(four items). A seven point Likert scale (7 = strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree) was applied to the 10

items measuring event satisfaction of road race event.
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3-2-5 Revisit intention. Three constructs, actively prepared, revisiting intention, and recommendation
intention were used to measure revisiting behavioral intention based on the studies of Julaimi and Talib
(2016), Kaplanidou and Vogt (2007), Som et al. (2012), and Wicker et al. (2012). Responses were indicated
on a seven point Likert scale (7 = strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree).

The five scales analysis revealed that: (1) the critical ratio values and total correlation coefficients for
each item reached a significant level, showing construction of the scale has discrimination; (2) exploratory
factor analyses (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) showed that the analyses revealed that all
research instruments exhibited validity and model fit the data appropriately; (3) Reliability analysis showed
that each scale’s Cronbach's alpha coefficients was above .90, which revealed the internal consistency was
acceptable (Chiou, 2010). Based on the results, five scales demonstrated sound discriminant, validity, and
reliability, which five scales are well suited to the measurement of participant opinion regarding the event

guality, event image, perceived value, event satisfaction and revisit intention for road race events in Taiwan.

3-3. Data Analysis

The collected data were statistically analyzed using SPSS 17.0 for Windows. This provides a
descriptive statistics analysis for participants’ demographics and participants’ behaviors. Thereafter, the
proposed model was examined using structural equation modeling (SEM) to test both the theoretical
relationships in the model and the overall model fit with regard to the survey data. AMOS 17.0 for Windows
was used for the SEM analysis. All parameters were estimated using the maximum-likelihood estimation

(MLE) method. Hypotheses were tested to determine the direction and significance of relationships.

4, RESULTS

4-1. Participants’ demographics and participate behaviors analysis

As shown in Table 1, the participants comprised 384 males (59.9%) and 257 females (40.1%),
with an average age of 34.58 (SD=11.97); most were aged between 21-40 years. In terms of
education, occupation, and income, 44.8% of participants had a university degree, 30% worked
within the services industry, and 36% had a monthly income between NTD 20,000-39,999, which
was the highest proportion of shared participant characteristics. Regarding the participants’
participate times to sporting events average was 5.79 (SD=7.11) times, and each year 2-10 times was the
highest proportion. In addition, the highest proportion of participants’ category was Half Marathon on road
race event in the past year. The abovementioned participant statistics show that this study’s sample
contains a diverse population of runners, thus indicating that the road race activity is a “sport for

all” in Taiwan (Liu, 2015; Liu et al., 2016).
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Table 1 Participants’ demographics and participate behaviors analysis. N=641
Variable Category Frequency Percentage
Gender Male 384 59.9%

Female 257 40.1%

Age 20 years old & below 76 11.9%
M=34.58 21-30 years old 188 29.3%
SD=11.97 31-40 years old 182 28.4%
41-50 years old 120 18.7%

51 years old & over 75 11.7%

Education Senior high school 38 5.9%
high school 154 24.0%

College degree 86 13.4%

University degree 287 44.8%

Master & doctor degree 76 11.9%

Occupations Agriculture, Forestry, Animal & Livestock 23 3.6%
Manufacturing 102 15.9%

Services Industry 196 30.6%

Government Employees 98 15.3%

House wives &Retirees 39 6.1%

Students 98 15.3%

Others 85 13.3%

Monthly NTD 19,999 below 135 21.1%
Income NTD 20,000-39,999 236 36.8%
NTD 40,000-59,999 182 28.4%

NTD 60,000-79,999 59 9.2%

NTD 80,000 & More 29 4.5%

Participate Ultra Marathon 56 8.7%
category Marathon 206 32.1%
in the past Half Marathon 355 55.4%
year 11-20K 138 21.5%
10K & below 351 54.8%

4-2. Measurement Model

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to confirm the factor loadings of the five constructs,

99

including event quality (game quality, interaction quality, outcome quality and physical quality), event image
(creative features, and reputation), perceived value (behavioral price, and emotional response), event
satisfaction (service demand, quality commitment, and overall satisfaction), and revisiting intention (actively
prepared, revisiting intention, and recommendation intention), and to assess the model fit. To analyze the
convergent validity of the scale, a CFA was performed using the MLE, and the results show that the model
obtained a good fit (x2 = 190.75, d.f. = 67, x?/d.f. = 2.85, goodness-of-fit index (GFI) = .96, adjusted GFlI
(AGFI) = .94, normed fit index (NFI) = .97, comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.98, root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) = .054). The convergent validity of the CFA results should be supported by item

reliability, construct reliability, and average variance extracted (AVE) (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black,



1998). As shown in Table 2, t-values for all the standardized factor loadings of the items were found to be
significant (p < 0.01). In addition, construct reliability estimates that ranged from 0.80 to 0.91 exceeded the
critical value of 0.7 (Hair et al., 1998), indicating a satisfactory estimation. Discriminant validity was
assessed by comparing the AVE of each individual construct with shared variances between the individual
constructs and all the other ones. If the AVE of each construct with that is higher than the square of the
correlation coefficient of each pair of variables, then this suggests discriminant validity (Chang, 2011;
Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The AVEs of all the constructs ranged between 0.66 and 0.81, with most of them
being above the suggested value of 0.5 (Joreskog, & Sdérbom, 1984). Table 3 reports the inter-construct
correlations off the diagonal of the matrix. Comparing all the correlations and the AVEs shown on the
diagonal, the results indicate adequate discriminate validity. These results show that the measurement model
has good convergent validity. Therefore, the hypothesized measurement model is reliable with regard to

testing the structural relationships between the constructs.

Table 2 Convergent Validity

Standardized

Constructs and items Mean ) R2 CR AVE
factor loading

Event quality .90 .68
Game quality(GAQ) 6.00 .80 .64
interaction quality(IAQ) 6.03 87 75
Outcome quality(OCQ) 6.11 .85 73
Physical quality(PHQ) 5.94 .78 .61

Event image .80 .66
creative features(CRF) 5.95 .82 .67
reputation(REP) 5.94 .81 .65

Perceived value .89 81
behavioral price(BEP) 6.11 .90 81
emotional response(EMR) 6.15 .90 81

Event satisfaction 91 .76
service demand(SED) 5.98 .83 .69
guality commitment(QUC) 6.05 .90 81
overall satisfaction(OVS) 6.07 .89 .79

Revisit intention .90 74
actively prepared(ACP) 6.05 .85 12
revisiting intention(RVI) 6.12 .90 81
recommendation intention(RCI) 6.07 .83 .69

Table 3 Analysis of AVE Discriminant Validity

Event Event Perceived Event Revisit
Quality Image Value Satisfaction Intention
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Event Quality .68

Event Image .64 .66

Perceived Value .67 .64 .81

Event Satisfaction .66 .55 .59 .76

Revisit Intention 40 35 .50 .55 e

Note: The AVE of each dimension is higher than the square of the correlation coefficient of each pair of variables, then this suggests
discriminant validity.

4-3. Structural Model

To test the proposed hypotheses, the structural model was fitted using the full sample. The assessment
of the structural model involved estimating the path loadings and the R? values. To examine the model fit,
this study used sample size-dependent measures of goodness of fit. The %2/d.f. ratio of less than 5 was used
as the common decision rule of an acceptable overall model fit. In this study, the %2 of the model was 2.82
(x2/d.f. = 194.81/69), and other indicators of goodness of fit (GFI = 0.96, AGFI = 0.94, NFI = 0.97, CFI =
0.96, RMSEA = 0.053) indicated the model to have acceptable fitness. Figure 2 provides details about the
parameter estimates for the model, and Table 4 reports the results of the hypothesis tests. In total, eight of the
eight hypotheses were supported. As indicated by the path loadings and associated significance levels, the
influence of event quality on event image (t-value = 17.22xx*x), perceived value (t-value = 7.88+xx) and
event satisfaction (t-value = 7.36x=x) was significant at the 0.05 level, thus supporting H1, H2 and H4; the
event image had a significant and positive effect on perceived value (t-value = 6.37%x*x), and event
satisfaction (t-value = 2.03«) at the 0.05 level, thus supporting H3 and H5; the influence of perceived value on
event satisfaction (t-value = 4.16+xx), and revisit intention (t-value = 5.68x*xx) was significant at the 0.05
level, thus supporting H6 and H7; the influence of event satisfaction on revisit intention (t-value = 8.59#sxx)
was significant at the 0.05 level, thus supporting H8.

Table 4 The Results of the Hypothesis Tests

Path Stru?tgral S.E. t-Value Test result
coefficients
H1: Event quality — Event image .79 .06 17.22%%x Support
H2: Event quality — Perceived value 49 .08 7.88 *xx Support
H3: Event image — Perceived value 41 .06 6.37 *xx Support
H4: Event quality — Event satisfaction .48 .08 7.36 x*x* Support
H5: Event image — Event satisfaction 14 .06 2.03* Support
H6: Perceived value — Event satisfaction 27 .06 4.16 **x* Support
H7: Perceived value — Revisit intention .32 .06 5.68 **x Support
H8: Event satisfaction — Revisit intention 49 .06 8.59 #xx Support

*p< 0.05; ***p < 0.001
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Figure 2 Estimated Results of the Model

Table 5 reports the measured effects of all the relationships. First, the direct effect of event quality on
event image (0.79) was greater than that on perceived value (0.49) and event satisfaction (0.48), moreover
indirect effect on perceived value (0.32) and event satisfaction (0.33). Second, the direct effect of event
image on perceived value (0.41) was greater than that on event satisfaction (0.14), moreover indirect effect
on event satisfaction (0.11). Third, the direct effect of perceived value on revisit intention (.32) was greater
than that on event satisfaction (0.27), moreover indirect effect on revisit intention (0.13). Fourth, the event

satisfaction has direct effect on revisit intention (.49).

Table 5 Direct, Indirect, and Total Effects of Relationships

Path Direct effect Indirect effect Total effect
Event quality — Event image .79 N.A .79
Event quality — Perceived value 49 .32 .81
Event image — Perceived value 41 N.A 41
Event quality — Event satisfaction .48 .33 81
Event image — Event satisfaction 14 A1 .25
Perceived value — Event satisfaction 27 N.A 27
Perceived value — Revisit intention .32 13 45
Event satisfaction — Revisit intention 49 N.A 49

Note: N.A.: It was not possible to determine the direct or indirect effects.

5. DISCUSSION

The results of the current study supported the hypotheses that event quality had an influence on event
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image (H1), perceived value (H2), and event satisfaction (H4), with coefficients of .79, .81 and .81,
respectively. These results support previous findings, suggesting that event quality is the most significant
factor contributing to event image (Chen and Tsai, 2007; Dann, 1996; Kandampully & Suhartanto, 2000; Lee
et al., 2005), perceived value (Cronin et al., 2000; Cronin & Taylor, 1994; Jin et al., 2015; Zeithaml, 1988),
and event satisfaction (Chen & Chen, 2010; Cronin et al., 2000) of the road race event. The current study
supports the hypotheses that event image influences a participant’s perceived value (H3) and event
satisfaction (H5), with coefficients of .41 and .25, respectively. In the context of a road race event, these
results suggest that event image is an important factor contributing to the impact of perceived value (Chen &
Chen, 2010; Chen & Tsai, 2007; Lee, 2009; Kaplanidou & Christine, 2007; Oshimi & Harada, 2016) and
event satisfaction (Chen & Chen, 2010; Koo et al., 2014; Lee, 2009). These results align with the relevant
literature; however, this study did not find a positive effect of event image on revisit intention, which was
contrary to some past findings (Jin et al., 2013; Papadimitriou et al., 2015; Shonk, 2012).

The current study supported the hypotheses that a participant’s perceived value of the event influences
event satisfaction (H6) and event revisit intention (H7) with coefficients of .27 and .45, respectively. These
results align with the relevant literature, as the perceived value of the road race event is shown to be an
important contributing factor to event satisfaction (Chen & Chen, 2010; Lee, 2009) and revisit intention
(Brady et al., 2005; Jin et al., 2013; Yu et al., 2014). The current research supported the hypothesis that a
participant’s event satisfaction influences their revisit intention (H8), with a coefficient of .49. This finding
aligns with the relevant literature that road race event satisfaction is an important predictor of revisit
intention (Chi & Qu, 2008; Kaplanidou & Vogt, 2007; Koo et al., 2014; Papadimitriou et al., 2015; Shonk,
2012).

6. CONCLUSION

The hypothesized model constructed and used within this study is based on the QVB (Zeithaml, 1988)
formation process. This model is used to discuss marathon runner’s perceived value, event satisfaction, and
revisiting behavioral intention when participating in marathon events. The model is also used to explore the
causal relationships between influencing factors. This study found that event quality influences event image,
perceived value, and event satisfaction (H1, H2, and H4, respectively). In addition, event image influences
perceived value (H3) and event satisfaction (H5), perceived value influences event satisfaction (H6) and
revisit intention (H7), and event satisfaction influences revisit intention (H8). Therefore, the findings of this
study support the current hypotheses.

The empirical findings of this study show that event quality is the key contributor to event image (.79),

perceived value (.81), and event satisfaction (.81) because the influence coefficient is larger than all other
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factors. Within the context of a road race event, these findings suggest that event quality is a major factor
alongside event image, influencing perceived value (.41), and event satisfaction (.25). In addition, perceived
value has an indirect influence on event satisfaction (.27) and revisit intention (.45). Therefore, within the
context of a road race event, perceived value is also an important factor influencing event satisfaction and
revisit intention. Thus, when describing the Marathon road race, event quality is the most significant factor
affecting participant behavior because it influences perceived value and event satisfaction, which
subsequently affects revisit intention. This study suggests that within road race events, event quality and
event image are the most important factors influencing participants’ perceived value, satisfaction, and revisit
intention. Similarly, event characteristics, atmosphere, game quality, interaction quality, outcome quality,
and physical quality are important factors influencing an event’s perceived value, satisfaction, and revisit
intention. These results can thus be used as a theoretical supplementary reference for the construction of
sport and tourist events.

To address the practical application of this study, the results indicate that the most successful approach
to organizing a road racing event is to optimize the service strategy for event quality and image. Therefore,
organizers and cities should consider the participants’ emotional perceptions of road race events, strengthen
the characteristics of the destination to meet participant expectations, and wake up to participate in road
driving target-oriented stimulus and drive. For example, the road race host city should consider expectations
of the destination image by providing local accommodation, transportation, restaurants, and attractions, and
by arranging well-trained staff or volunteers. Such services not only ensure good service quality, but they
also help to build a positive event image, perceived value, and satisfaction, thus effectively enhancing
runners’ revisit intention toward road race events (Goh, 2015; Hallmann et al., 2010; Jin et al., 2013;

Pratminingsih et al., 2014; Som et al., 2012).
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