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service providers. To our knowledge, there are no 

major sport tourism studies that have utilized the 

concept of value cocreation to explore active sport 

tourists’ loyalty to the event and the destination. 

Understanding these relationships is imperative, 

as it can help achieve a competitive advantage for 

the service providers through sport event tourists’ 

loyalty.

The innovativeness of this study lies in the 

examination of value cocreation of the sport event 

tourism experience through an understanding of the 

sport event tourists’ interactions with the event and 

destination service provider through their travel 

resources. As described in the literature review, 

travel resources are a vital part of active sport tour-

ist experiences (Prebensen et al., 2013). Active 

sport tourists are principal cocreators of value; 

they are not passive agents, but enthusiastic pro-

ducers of their own event experience. Of interest 

is a role of personal resources that played on the 

of Loyalty to the Event via Sport Tourists’ Travel 

Resources (H3) rather than affecting the loyalty 

directly (H1). This finding highlights an important 

role of tourist resources in the relationship and con-

firms that cocreation of experience is imperative in 

increasing customer loyalty in the context of sport 

tourism. Finally, the findings indicated that Loyalty 

to the Event resulted in Loyalty to the Destination 

(H7) and Loyalty to the Event mediates the rela-

tionship between Event Attributes and Loyalty to 

the Destination. In summary, the findings provided 

that all hypotheses were supported except for H2 

and H6.

Discussions and Conclusion

This study contributes to the highlighted gap in 

the sport tourism literature concerning the conse-

quences of active sport tourists’ participation in the 

joint value cocreation with the event and destination 

Figure 2. Estimates of the structural model.

Table 4

Standardized Path Coefficient of the Hypothesized Model

Variable (Hypothesis) Path Coefficient t Value p

Event Attributes→Sport Event Tourists’ Travel Resources (H1) 0.55 5.08 <0.01

Event Attributes→Loyalty to the Event (H3) 0.20 3.47 <0.01

Destination Attributes→Loyalty to the Destination (H4) 0.45 8.2 <0.01

Sport Event Tourists’ Travel Resources→Loyalty to the Event (H5) 0.49 8.0 <0.01

Loyalty to the Event→Loyalty to the Destination (H7) 0.65 8.6 <0.01

Note. All values were significant.
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change to add to his/her personal challenge and 

yet another might choose a location like Cozumel, 

Mexico for the scenic views during the event. The 

literature has determined that event attributes mat-

ter, but what also appears to be at play is the travel 

resources available to the athlete and this influence 

on travel.

Event attributes had a significant effect on the 

active sport tourist’s travel resources. Given the 

amount of time and money an athlete contributes to 

preparing for and competing in a sport event, it is 

not surprising to observe that event attributes influ-

ence athlete decision making when they choose 

and prepare for an event. Although there has been 

considerable work on constraints to sport event par-

ticipation (Crawford & Godbey, 1987; Gilbert & 

Hudson, 2000; Godbey et al., 2010), there has been 

scant studies on how individual travel resources 

are influenced by the event attributes. Although 

travel resources are not necessarily limiting, those 

athletes with limited time and money availability 

could view them as a constraint. It makes sense 

that active sport tourists would consider the type 

of event, what it has to offer, the amount of time 

and money that would be required to complete, and 

how that could influence travel resources (Buning 

& Gibson, 2016a, 2016b; Kaplanidou et al., 2012; 

Getz & Anderssen, 2010; Getz & McConnell, 

2014). This research illustrates the active role that 

event attributes can play in the creation of active 

sport tourists’ experiences through the sharing and 

integrating of their resources as one trains and 

coordinates travel. If one is to spend a good deal 

of travel resources preparing for and attending the 

event, then it would make sense that the event attri-

butes would influence this decision. For example, 

cyclists and triathletes have an additional layer of 

planning when traveling due to equipment. These 

athletes must consider the event attributes attached 

to travel (e.g., expense of traveling with equipment, 

distance from home, ease of access to event site, 

transportation options, etc.) because traveling with 

a bicycle is neither easy nor inexpensive. Although 

there are (rarely) options to rent a bicycle on loca-

tion, which could ease the travel conditions, athletes 

are typically uncomfortable racing on unknown 

equipment. For event organizers, understanding 

how the event attributes can impact individual 

travel resources could enhance the value cocreation 

relationship of event attributes and event loyalty. 

That time, money, and accommodation positively 

influenced the level of event loyalty is a critical 

finding for event organizers. How resources are 

influencing this is important. Is it that the attributes 

of the event are high quality, but inexpensive and 

therefore worth repeating? Or perhaps easy to get 

to and allows for the sport event tourists to stay 

with their family—making it an ideal race to return 

to in the future? Empirical research supports the 

notion that event loyalty is significantly influenced 

by sport event tourists’ satisfied experiences at the 

event (Kaplanidou & Vogt, 2010; Kaplanidou et 

al., 2012). Although this study did not measure sat-

isfaction explicitly, it could be concluded that if a 

sport event tourist has spent a good deal of time and 

money training for, traveling to, and participating 

in the event, then the loyalty toward the event could 

exist, given it was worth the travel resources spent 

to participate. As such, the benefit of the event par-

ticipation outweighs the cost of the travel resources 

expended thereby enhancing the event loyalty. 

Event organizers should seek to learn what about 

their event offerings align with the athlete’s travel 

resources as this could have a major impact on who 

returns to the event in the future and why. Future 

research should explore the relationship between 

event attributes and travel resources and how this 

influences value cocreation experiences and, sub-

sequently, event loyalty.

That event attributes had a direct effect on event 

loyalty, was not surprising. Buning and Gibson 

(2016a), as well as Getz and McConnell (2014), 

found that event characteristics influenced event 

loyalty. A well-organized event, reputation of the 

event, and scenic course were among the event 

attributes likely to matter most. These elements 

also add to the value cocreation experience. A well-

organized event allows the athlete to compete with 

efficiency and ease—adding to an overall positive 

sport event experience. Further, the environmental 

factors also add to cocreation. For example, an ath-

lete could choose a wetsuit legal triathlon because 

s/he feels timid about swimming long distances in 

open water. The wetsuit would add buoyancy to the 

swimmer, calming his/her fears and improving the 

overall experience of competing in what can be a 

daunting environment. Likewise, a different ath-

lete might choose a course with a large elevation 
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understanding how the cocreation experience adds 

value and contributes to loyalty to the event and 

destination service providers (Lusch et al., 2006). 

Some sport tourism researchers have argued the 

influence of event loyalty on destination loyalty is 

not guaranteed (Kaplanidou et al., 2012). However, 

this study showed the event loyalty is a potential 

means of enhancing the destination loyalty, but this 

will not occur in a vacuum. Both event and destina-

tion service providers must closely plan and lever-

age the cocreation process (Chalip & McGuirty, 

2004; Grissemann & Stokburger-Saure, 2012; 

Taks et al., 2009). As noted above, the leveraging 

of events should be exploited by destination ser-

vice providers by bundling destination attributes to 

extend opportunities for cocreation that may lead 

to lengthened stays and more spending (Aicher & 

Newland, 2017; Chalip & McGuirty, 2004).

This research did not explore the entire cocre-

ation process, which may involve other aspects of 

personal resources and different players. We sug-

gest that future research may identify other stake-

holders and examine how service providers, sport 

tourists, and other stakeholders interact to create 

value in a sport event tourism context. For this to 

happen, further research may focus on the devel-

opment and/or adoption of technology or other 

resources used by service providers to increase 

the cocreation and subsequent experience with the 

event and destination.
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