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Understanding Online Event Experience: The Importance of Communication, 

Engagement and Interaction 

Abstract  

Despite the advances in theory about how organisations should manage consumer experience, 

there is a lack of understanding about how variables such as consumer-to-consumer interaction, 

content engagement and effective communication affect consumer online experiences, with this 

being particularly evident in the event industry. This study examines online event experiences 

and their effects on consumers’ behavioural intentions towards mega events.  Using a sample 

of 1,726 participants from four countries (United States, United Kingdom, Brazil and South 

Africa), a structural equation model was conducted. Results indicate that online content 

engagement and effective communication influence consumers’ online experience and 

positively affects their behavioural intentions towards the event. Online consumer-to-consumer 

interaction also showed a positive effect on consumers’ future behavioural intentions. The 

findings highlight the need for event organisers to reconsider the rising importance of 

consumers who are likely to follow the event online and to understand the factors that shape 

their online experience.   

 

Keywords: Online consumer-to-consumer interaction; effective communication; online 

content engagement; online event experience; behavioural intentions; Mega events.   
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Understanding Online Event Experience: The Importance of Communication, 

Engagement and Interaction 

1. Introduction 

 Mega events such as the Olympic Games and the FIFA World Cup have been growing 

in intensity and magnitude worldwide, becoming significant elements of contemporary 

societies (e.g. Müller, 2017). Developments in information and communication technologies 

over the last couple of decades have allowed for such events to have an increasingly important 

online presence. Nowadays, digital consumers represent a key part of a mega event’s global 

reach. However, despite mega events having attracted high levels of academic inquiry due to 

their expected societal impacts (e.g. Heere et al. 2013), there is a lack of research on how 

consumer online experiences are shaped and the subsequent impact on future behavioural 

intentions towards these events.  

1.1. The growing importance of mega events 

 Mega events tend to have governing bodies setting the rules and owning most of the 

rights, incur large costs for the host, are typically not held every year, attract a significant 

amount of visitors and media coverage, and generally have a positive effect on the host 

community (Müller, 2015; Taks, Chalip, & Green 2015). Dowling, Robinson, and Washington 

(2013) describe mega events as sporting, commercial or cultural occurrences with significant 

impacts for the host cities, regions or countries. Mega events require a strong commitment by 

hosts and often generate mass popular appeal and international attention (Taks et al., 2015). For 

example, the final estimated cost of the 2016 Rio Olympic Games was £8.4 billion (Forbes, 

2016), and the event was projected to be a catalyst for public infrastructure improvements and 

economic growth (IOC, 2017). Also, a total of 6.6 million foreign tourists visited Rio de Janeiro 

during the unfolding of the event; more than 6.2 million official tickets were sold, and the event-
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related competitions were broadcast in 220 countries, reaching a global audience of 3.2 billion 

viewers (IOC, 2016).  

1.2. Mega events and the digital environment 

 As the importance of mega events continues to grow, attracting consumers and media, 

so does the relevance of events’ online presence. The advances in web-based technologies have 

provided tools to produce and distribute information, allowing event hosts to reach and engage 

with consumers directly and to improve the efficiency of their endeavours (Di Pietro, Di 

Virgilio, & Pantano 2012). Digital consumers now represent an integral part of a mega event’s 

global reach. The 2014 FIFA World Cup’s official app was downloaded 24 billion times, 

allowing followers to actively interact with others online, while the digital global stadium 

registered a cumulative attendance of one billion and generated worldwide traditional and new 

media coverage (FIFA, 2014). It was, according to Exame (2014), the event with most posts on 

Facebook and Twitter in Brazilian history. Also, in the lead-up to the 2014 Sochi Winter 

Olympic Games, the International Olympic Committee's (IOC) Facebook page grew by more 

than 2 million fans and 24 million people engaged with the event on the platform (IOC, 2014). 

These figures suggest that consumers are turning to mobiles and tablets to follow the event 

online and are using social media to interact with each other online (DMN, 2018), which 

highlights the importance of online communities in the context of mega events. 

As noted by Wirtz et al. (2013), an online brand community can be focused on a particular 

brand or formed around a wider shared interest (e.g. mega event). It can take many forms, from 

a website providing a space for customer interactions to a group of people using (event) apps 

to share information and communicate with each other about the event (Bishop, 2007). In this 

research, we focus on the wider consumers’ shared interest on the activities associated with the 

mega event rather than the event brand in itself, because of the numerous features and new 

occurrences in mega events (e.g. specific sport results and real-time experiences) and its 
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importance to provide event organisers with insights on how to better manage overall 

consumers experiences (Levy & Hassay, 2005; Torres, 2017). 

1.3. Online consumer experience and mega events 

 Because of the surge of online-related activities, consumer experience in the online 

environment has gained relevance in the marketing literature, replacing service quality as the 

most important factor affecting consumer markets in areas such as mega events (Klaus & 

Maklan, 2011). Creating conditions to promote a positive online experience for consumers is, 

therefore, vital for the increased success of mega events. In addition to the ‘live’ consumption, 

online experiences represent a key connection point between the event and consumers 

(McGillivray, 2014). Online event contexts tend to be dynamic and rich in information 

(Morgan-Thomas & Veloutsou 2013), often promoting interactivity and real-time experiences 

to engage consumers with the event and other consumers (Filo, Lock, & Karg, 2015; Yoshida, 

Gordon, Nakazama, &  Shibuya, 2018).  

Previous studies have found that effective communications, online content engagement 

and consumer interactions are important aspects when examining consumer online experiences 

and the continued success of organisations (e.g. Rose, Clark, Samouel, & Hair, 2012; Baldus, 

Voorhees, & Calantone 2015; Brodie, Hollebeek, Jurić, & Ilić, 2011). In turn, the delivery of a 

good online experience has been suggested to play a central role on consumers’ future online 

behavioural intentions towards organisations (Klaus, 2013; Klaus & Maklan, 2013). 

Furthermore, Baldus et al. (2014) have suggested that being in online communities often lead 

consumers to a better evaluation of the overall experience in their interaction with the 

organisation. 

Despite the advances of consumer engagement in theory and practice, there is a need for 

a better understanding of how variables such as consumer-to-consumer interaction, content 

engagement, and effective communication affect consumer online experiences. This study is 
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designed to extend the existing theory and enhance the current understanding of the factors 

contributing to a positive online event experience and its outcomes in the context of mega 

events. This is particularly important because of the typical transient nature of mega events (i.e. 

not held every year; Nadeau, O’Reilly, Cakmak, Heslop, & Verwey, 2016), requiring organisers 

to provide good online experiences around and during the event, before a ‘hibernation period’ 

until the next event that often takes place in a different country. This makes consumers’ future 

behavioural intentions towards mega events an important area to study.    

2. Conceptual framework and hypotheses development 

 The continuous growth and increased importance of the digital environment for the 

success of mega events makes it crucial to understand what determines the quality of the online 

experience of their target consumers (McColl-Kennedy et al. 2015; Yoshida et al., 2018). Given 

that prior studies have focused on ‘live’ consumption experiences (i.e. when the event takes 

place at a physical location such as a stadium; Uhrich & Benkenstein, 2012), the examination 

of online event experience and its consequences is both timely and warranted. The proposed 

model (Figure 1) examines the effect of online consumer-to-consumer interaction, consumer 

engagement with online contents and effective communication among consumers on the online 

experience of mega event consumers.  

 We propose that a good experience derived from the digitally-facilitated relationship 

between consumers and the event leads to positive behavioural intentions towards the mega 

event (i.e. intention to recommend the event to others, say positive things and follow future 

iterations online). Additionally, we argue that place attachment (i.e. the affective bond between 

people and a place, object or situation; Yi, Fu, Jin, & Okumus, 2018) acts as a control variable 

for both online event experience and behavioural intentions, given that a consumer’s attachment 

to the country hosting the event could lead him/her to invest their time, money or effort (Prayag 

& Ryan, 2012; Yuksel, Yuksel, & Bilim, 2010). This in turn could skew their experience 
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positively and generate favourable behavioural intentions towards the mega event (Aleshinloye, 

Fu, Ribeiro, Woosnam, & Tasci, 2019). Complementarily, service providers must be cognisant 

of the increase of cross-group interactions within contemporary society as it may influence 

consumers’ subsequent responses to service experiences (Johnson & Grier, 2013), and digital 

environments have contributed to the globalisation of the events business landscape. Thus, we 

examine the proposed model with consumers from different countries because mega events 

attract a culturally diverse audience, particularly online (FIFA, 2014) making it crucial to 

understand this cross-cultural environment.  

 [Insert Figure 1 around here (2-column fitting image)] 

2.1. Online consumer-to-consumer interaction and the mega event experience 

 The rise of social media has enabled an increased interaction between consumers 

(Brodie, Ilić, Jurić, & Hollebeek, 2013; Eigenraam, Eelen, van Lin, & Verlegh, 2018), which 

has the potential to influence their perceptions of organisations (Carlson & O’Cass, 2012). 

Contemporary mega events in particular generate a ‘tremendous buzz’ online (McGillivray, 

2014). Algesheimer, Dholakia and Herrmann (2005, p. 21) define consumer interaction from a 

community perspective as “the consumer's intrinsic motivation to interact and co-operate with 

community members”, while Johnson and Grier (2013) refer to it as the active or passive 

interaction between two or more consumers within a service setting. This is particularly relevant 

within online environments, where consumers have access to several digital tools that facilitate 

their interaction with each other (Morgan-Thomas & Veloutsou, 2013). As a result, we define 

online consumer-to-consumer interaction as the dialogue between two or more consumers by 

virtue of online experiences with the mega event community. It is important to note that 

consumer-to-consumer interaction is different from eWOM. Consumer-to-consumer 

interaction involves reciprocal behaviours between individuals such as sharing information 

(e.g. providing instructions on how to use a particular service; Johnson, Massiah, & Allan, 
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2013). By contrast, eWOM refers to interpersonal communications in which a sender spreads a 

message to receivers (in the form of one-way communication) aiming to influence their 

decision-making processes (Bao & Chang, 2014). As such, eWOM consists of influential, one-

way communication, while consumer-to-consumer interaction is a two-way process more 

focused on dialogue between consumers without an explicit intention to influence each other’s 

opinion.   

Baldus et al. (2015) refer to factors such as status enhancement, learning more about 

products, or having fun as being important in consumer interactions online, and Huang and Hsu 

(2010) highlighted that consumer-to-consumer interactions play an important role in shaping 

the service experience. Looking at the subject from an organisational perspective, Mosteller 

and Mathwick (2014) argue that facilitating social interaction is often positively perceived by 

consumers, which often leads to consumers enhanced sense of belonging and loyalty 

(Kasavana, Nusair, & Teodosic 2010; Torres, 2017). Moreover, Wu (2007) suggests that 

consumer-to-consumer interaction can affect their overall evaluation of the experience. This is 

echoed by Carlson, Suter and Brown (2008) who argue that the more consumers connect with 

each other, the higher the probability of interaction between them and the product/service 

provider, which in turn results in a better consumer experience.  The same principle applies to 

the online environment (Brodie et al., 2013; Baldus et al., 2015). The online experience 

provides consumers with a more active role in their interaction with the organisation, which 

increases the chances of a positive perception of the organisation and its products and services 

(Vivek, Beatty, Dalela, & Morgan, 2014) ultimately leading consumers to develop favourable 

behavioural intentions such as recommending the organisation to others (Rose, Hair, & Clark, 

2011; Santos, Correia, Biscaia, & Pegoraro, 2019) and adopting actual purchase behaviours 

(Adjei, Noble, & Noble, 2010).  
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As most studies are focused on consumer-organisation interaction (Bowden, 2009), there 

is a need to further investigate the implications of online consumer-to-consumer interaction in 

a variety of environments (Baldus et al., 2015), such as mega events, due to their growing 

popularity in the digital environments (McGillivray, 2014), and the fact that social interactions 

play a critical role in consumer experience in mega events (Stavros, Meng, Westberg, & 

Farrelly, 2014). Thus, in an attempt to better understand the role of consumer interaction in 

consumers’ online experiences with mega events, we hypothesise that:  

H1: Online consumer-to-consumer interaction in the context of a mega event has a positive 

effect on online event experience. 

2.2. Effective communication and consumer experience in mega events 

 Communicating effectively with consumers is a critical aspect of the marketing strategy 

of any organisation (Adjei et al., 2010; Grissemann & Stokburger-Sauer 2012). Effective 

communication has several benefits for organisations, such as reduced perceptions of risk and 

consumers’ positive evaluations of overall experience (Klaus, 2013). In addition, Drennan et 

al. (2015) have argued that effective communication increases brand awareness and enhances 

brand experience, because people tend to use acquired knowledge to build experience and make 

inferences that are more self-relevant and certain (see also, Delgado‐Ballester, Navarro, & 

Sicilia, 2012).  

Vargo and Lusch (2004) transformed the way organisations approach communication in 

service settings, arguing that communication is a two-way dialogue between an organisation 

and consumers. This two-way dialogue needs to include regular contact and follow ups between 

the organisation and its consumers (Brodie et al., 2013; Grissemann & Stokburger-Sauer 2012). 

In line with this view, Liang, Ekinci, Occhiocupo, and Whyatt (2013) highlighted the 

importance for organisations to respond promptly to the opinions and information requests from 

their consumers. Bhatti and Ahsan (2016) further posit that communication between the 
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organisation and its consumers needs to be relevant, open and transparent. To achieve this, 

organisations often need to have multiple communication strategies (Jeon & Jeong, 2017), as 

these are often more effective when tailored and personalised to a consumer or a specific group 

and use a particular channel, instead of being broad and/or similar across different channels 

(Yen, Wang, & Horng, 2018).  Verhoef et al. (2009) referred in particular to the importance for 

organisations to distinguish between direct and indirect interactions with their consumers. 

Despite the extant body of literature on the importance of online communication and 

consumer engagement with the organisation, there is a lack of research on the effect of 

communication in the context of online mega events and its cross-cultural audiences (FIFA, 

2014). Therefore, following previous organisational literature, we argue that effective 

communication plays an integral part in the consumer experience of mega events. Thus, we 

propose that: 

H2: Effective communication in the context of mega events has a positive effect on the online 

event experience. 

2.3. Online content engagement  

 Although there is a lack of consensus on the definition of engagement (Vivek, Beatty 

and Morgan, 2012; Calder, Malthouse, & Schaedel, 2009), several studies argue that 

engagement is strongly derived from consumers’ experiences with the offerings and activities 

provided by an organisation (Brodie & Hollebeek, 2011; Vivek et al., 2012). This is the basis 

for distinguishing engagement from other similar relational terms such as involvement. That is, 

consumer engagement extends beyond involvement (i.e. consumer’s interest and personal 

relevance of an event; Hollebeek, Glynn, & Brodie, 2014), given that it encompasses a proactive 

and interactive relationship with an engagement object (e.g. event) and requires an individual’s 

perceived experiential value (Brodie et al., 2013; Mollen & Wilson, 2010). 
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With developments in the digital environment, opportunities emerge for new immersive 

and interactive experiences whereby consumers not only observe an event but also become 

engaged with its environment (Seo & Green, 2008). Sawhney, Verona and Prandelli (2005) 

posit that the digital environment allows organisations to engage more richly and quickly with 

consumers and to create an ongoing interactive dialogue, while Roma and Aloini (2019) 

acknowledges a trend for organisations to incorporate richer content in their online platforms. 

The concept of online engagement emerges as “a psychological state which occurs by virtue of 

interactive [consumer] experiences with a focal agent/object within a specific service 

relationship” (Brodie et al., 2011, p. 258). Web customisations and website based engagement 

(e.g. videos) delivered to consumers not only generate value but also promote further 

engagement (Liechty, Ramaswamy, & Cohen, 2001).  

 Organisations have a variety of ways to manage the web experience of their consumers, 

including customisation, interactivity and website design (e.g. Srinivasan, Anderson, & 

Ponnavolu 2002), and these features often lead consumers to a two-way interaction with the 

organisation (Schivinski, Christodoulides, & Dabrowski 2016). Consumers’ ability to 

customise their interaction with an organisation’s website and ‘redesign’ their experience 

represent important aspects of consumer engagement (Eigenraam et al., 2018). In other words, 

having consumers engaging with the online content provided by an organisation is vital to 

enhancing the overall experience (Calder et al., 2009). 

 Increased consumer content engagement through online platforms also has a positive 

effect on how consumers evaluate the experience of that organisation or brand (Liechty et al., 

2001). Calder et al. (2009) suggest that organisations should design more active and interactive 

online experiences than those they offer through more traditional channels to increase 

consumers’ engagement with the content, while Wang, Yu and Fesenmaier (2002) refer that the 

content of online communities should be reliable and cover a broad range of subjects to 
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encourage engagement. Berman and Kesterson‐Townes (2012) echo these views and propose 

that consumers should receive relevant, enhanced experiences aided by information technology 

and receive a seamless experience across the different channels.  

 The literature on online consumer engagement has not been tested in the context of 

mega events. We argue that the global appeal of mega events in contemporary societies and 

their potential range of impacts make it essential to better understand the basis of successful 

consumer engagement in this context.  In particular, we argue that a better understanding of the 

interaction between consumers and the online platforms would contribute positively to their 

evaluation of the event experience. Thus, we propose:   

H3: Online engagement with mega events’ contents has a positive effect on the online 

consumer experience. 

2.4. Online mega events and consumer experience 

 Lemon and Verhoef (2016, p. 71) define consumer experience as “a multi-dimensional 

construct focused on a [consumer’s] cognitive, emotional, behavioural, sensorial and social 

responses to a firm’s offerings during the [consumer’s] entire purchase journey”. In an online 

context, Klaus (2013) views consumer service experience as the consumer’s mental perception 

of interactions with an [event]’s value proposition online. This idea is consistent with Rose et 

al.'s (2012) view that online consumer experience is affected by cognitive and affective states 

that consumers experience during their online navigation. Furthermore, the online context 

enables an intensive provision of information, the interactions are dictated by consumers 

anytime and anywhere, and organisations are presented mainly through audio-visual ways 

(Rose et al., 2011). 

Gilmore and Pine (2002) argue that consumer experience represents a move beyond 

products and services and that, as a consequence, organisations need to deliver a positive 

experience to their consumers and make it memorable. Delivering a positive consumer 
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experience is important in driving positive behavioural intentions towards an organisation, as 

has been often highlighted for consumers of mega events (e.g., Hightower, Brady, & Baker 

2002; Kim, Byon, Baek, & Williams, 2019). The rationale for such assumption is that good 

consumer perceptions of service experiences are crucial to repeat purchase and/or 

recommendation of the service to others (Carlson and O’Cass 2011; Kim et al., 2019) 

With ever-increasing consumer online activities, there is a need to understand how the 

online consumer experience is shaped, managed and influenced (Mollen & Wilson, 2010). For 

example, Constantinides (2004) posits that functionality, psychological and content factors are 

important dimensions of the online consumer experience. In turn, Rose et al. (2011, 2012) argue 

that the online consumer experience includes cognitive and affective processing of incoming 

sensory information from a website. Klaus (2013) takes a holistic view of how consumers form 

their experiences online (i.e. both browsing and goal-orientated behaviours) in each stage of the 

experience (pre-, during and post-purchase).  

Currently, online experiences are part of the research agenda in many business settings 

(Huang & Hsu, 2010). However, there is a lack of research on consumer experience when it is 

related to following a mega event online. Previous literature on mega events has mainly focused 

on physical attendance (e.g. Uhrich & Benkenstein, 2012), and subsequent outcomes of the 

event (e.g. Biscaia, Correia, Santos, Ross, & Yoshida, 2017; Hightower et al., 2002). To the 

best of our knowledge, there are no empirical studies examining how online event experience 

relates to consumers’ behavioural intentions. Hence, we propose: 

H4: Online event experience has a positive effect on consumers’ behavioural intentions. 

2.5. Consumer behavioural intentions in the context of online mega events 

The analysis of consumers’ behavioural intentions is one of the key issues in the 

marketing literature, due to its relevance to organisational success (Shim, Eastlick, Lotz, & 

Warrington,  2001; Williams, Inversini, Ferdinand, & Buhalis, 2017). While behavioural 
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intentions are not the same as actual behaviours, an intention is critical to guiding a consumer’s 

action (Ajzen, 2001). The theory of planned behaviour provides the underlying rationale for 

this assumption, highlighting that an intention represents a motivational component of how 

much a person is willing to engage in a behaviour (Shim et al., 2001). A behavioural intention 

serves as a context-specific representation of a goal-oriented behaviour and can be either 

positive or negative for organisations. Favourable behavioural intentions are related to positive 

aspects such as recommending and speaking positively about the service to others, willingness 

to pay higher prices and/or expressing cognitive loyalty to the organisation. In turn, 

unfavourable behavioural intentions refer to the likelihood of switching to competitors, 

complaining to friends or external agencies and/or reducing their purchasing from the 

organisation (Rafiq, Fulford, & Lu, 2013).  

Mega events expend significant resources to integrate social media practices and develop 

user-friendly websites to be used in their marketing strategy (Filo et al., 2015). Williams et al. 

(2017) suggest that events often act as catalyst for online discussions, while Di Pietro et al. 

(2012) highlight the importance of studying online behavioural intentions due to the advances 

in web-based technologies. Consumers are no longer passive recipients in online environments 

(Torres, 2017). Technologies enable them to be more active, share their thoughts and engage in 

peer-to-peer recommendations from the comfort of their homes. Posts shared online by 

consumers are vital for mega event organisers given their unprecedented reach. A trend in 

consumers’ intention to continue to follow an event or a recommendation for others to do the 

same, for example, has the potential to enable a large number of organisations to reshape their 

strategy while they continue to monitor and control their operations (Di Pietro et al., 2012). As 

potential consumers frequently use the internet to search for and share information about 

products and services (Shim et al., 2001; Önder, Gunter, & Gindl, 2019), a positive behavioural 

intention shared online (e.g. recommendation) may raise awareness of the mega event within 
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an online community and therefore influence others to adopt similar behaviours, be it engaging 

with the overall event or with part of it. In this study, behavioural intentions refer to a 

consumer’s intention to follow the mega event online in the future, recommend it and say 

positive things online about the event to others. 

3. Method 

3.1. Measures  

The research instrument was created from established scales in the literature. Online 

consumer-to-consumer interaction was measured using four items based on the like-minded 

discussion construct from Baldus et al. (2015), to capture the online interactions occurring 

amongst consumers. Online content engagement was adapted from Rose et al. (2012) and 

consisted of four items capturing consumers’ ability to customise the webpages and interact 

with the event. In turn, effective communication was measured with three items from McMullan 

(2005) about the information shared by event organisers. The online event experience was 

measured using three items adapted from Klaus and Maklan (2013). Place attachment was 

measured with three items based on Yuksel et al. (2010) to gauge the extent to which consumers 

relate to the event hosted in their country. Finally, behavioural intentions were measured using 

four items adapted from Klaus and Maklan (2013), capturing the likelihood to follow the event 

in future iterations, say positive things and recommend it to others. All items were measured 

on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). The item list 

is available in the Appendix. 

3.2. Procedures of data collection 

Following previous consumer research (e.g. Chowdhury & Fernando, 2014), the 

respondents of the current study consisted of a sample of consumers drawn from a nationwide 

panel provided by an international market research organisation. Respondents were selected 

based on meeting two conditions: a) have followed a recent mega event online and b) are 
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residents in the host country. By meeting both conditions, respondents could complete the 

survey. The questionnaire was conducted online in four countries: United States (US), United 

Kingdom (UK), Brazil (BZ) and South Africa (SA). The selection of these countries was 

because each has hosted a mega event (the Olympic Games or the World Cup), to ensure 

geographical spread across four continents, to provide further generalisability for the model 

results (i.e. to not rely on a single source of data) and to capture the cross-cultural audience of 

mega events (Johnson & Grier, 2013). The questionnaire was administered in English in the 

US, UK and SA, and in Portuguese in Brazil. A translation and subsequent back translation 

process was undertaken to ensure the accuracy of the instrument (Douglas & Craig, 2007). The 

questionnaire was first translated into Portuguese by a bilingual scholar. Then, to test the 

equivalence between the original and the Portuguese instrument, back translation into English 

was carried out by two Portuguese native speakers who are academics and fluent in English. 

The accuracy of the translation was then assessed by a native English speaker, and the 

comparison of the two forms led to the conclusion that the instruments were equivalent. 

Concerns about potential Common Method Bias (CMB) were first alleviated through 

procedural remedies suggested by Chang, Arjen and Eden (2010), Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee 

and Podsakoff (2003), and Schimmack and Oishi (2005). These included the (1) proximal 

separation of predictor and criterion variables in the survey, (2) randomisation of the scale items 

to control possible item-order effects, and (3) the careful construction of all scale items based 

on established scales in the literature to avoid ambiguity. In addition to these procedural 

remedies, we ran two post-hoc tests including Harman’s one factor test and Kock's (2015) 

approach to the inner factor VIF scores as described in the results section. 

3.3. Sample characteristics  

A total of 1726 completed responses from the four countries (US n=421, UK n=432, 

BZ n=446, and SA n=427) were obtained. The global sample consisted of 875 males (50.7 %) 
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and 851 females (49.3%). Most of the participants were in the 21-54 age-range (US 68%, UK 

71%, BZ 76%, SA 70%).  More than half (55.9%) of the global sample used a laptop or a 

personal computer to follow the event, while the use of a tablet was marginally more in the UK 

than the other three countries (US 18.1%, UK 21%, BZ 16.2%, SA 18.9%).  Some respondents 

also used smartphones (US 31.3%, UK 23.1%, BZ 31.6%, SA 36.1%). In addition, more than 

one-fourth of the participants in each country reported they did not buy any merchandise online 

during the event (US 24.7%, UK 19.8%, BZ 29.5%, SA 16.6%), while around one-fourth 

mentioned they bought merchandise for an event attended in person (US 26.2%, UK 31.7%, 

BZ 35.1%, SA 26.5%).  

4. Results 

4.1. Model assessment  

Data were analysed using SmartPLS 3 and SPSS 24. The skewness values for the overall 

sample items ranged from -1.33 to -.49, while the kurtosis values ranged from -0.65 to 2.32. 

These values do not represent non-normality problems that may limit their use in factor analysis 

(Kline, 2005), with the same applying for each country sample. In addition, descriptive statistics 

for the constructs indicate that behavioural intentions had the highest mean score (M=5.70; 

SD=1.07), while online consumer to consumer interaction had the lowest mean score (M=5.10; 

SD=1.07). The mean scores and standard deviations for the study items (overall sample and 

each country) are presented in the appendix.  

The model assessment started by calculating the scores of the average variance extracted 

(AVE). All AVE values were greater than the recommended threshold of .50 for convergent 

validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981), ranging from .77 to .63 (US), from .81 to .57 (UK), from 

.84 to .68 (BZ), and from .79 to .55 (SA). In addition, Cronbach’s alpha and composite 

reliability values were above .70 for all constructs and across the four countries, indicating the 
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constructs were internally consistent (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2013). Table 1 shows 

AVE values and composite reliability scores for the overall model and for each country.  

Next, discriminant validity was tested by using the corresponding 95% bias corrected and 

accelerated (BCa) confidence interval of the heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratio of correlations 

statistic (Henseler, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2014, 2016). According to Henseler et al. (2014), the 

HTMT correlations between two constructs should be below one. We applied a more stringent 

cut-off point of .85 as Henseler et al. (2014) found it to be a more conservative method of 

detecting discriminant validity meaning that “HTMT.85 can point to discriminant validity 

problems in research situations” (p. 128). As noted in Table 1, results show that there are no 

two constructs highly correlated to each other, indicating that the discriminant validity has been 

achieved in the overall model, as well as for each country. Hence, we can conclude that the 

overall model for each of the four countries demonstrates discriminant and convergent validity. 

Based on this evidence, the measurement model showed good psychometric properties. 

[Insert Table 1 around here] 

Two post hoc strategies were adopted to test for CMB, starting with Harman’s one-factor 

test (Podsakoff et al., 2003). The test shows that a single factor only accounts for 45.1% of the 

overall sample variance which indicates that it does not adequately represent the data. The 

second post hoc strategy was assessed using Kock's (2015) approach, by examining the inner 

VIF scores for the consumer factors. This is an indication of pathological collinearity, which 

also indicates that the research model has CMB when the inner values are greater than 3.3.  We 

ran a series of tests in which we drew a direct path from each construct to one latent construct. 

The overall model’s inner factor scores were always below 3.3, which indicates that the model 

does not suffer from CMB in any of the four countries.   

4.2. Hypothesis testing  
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The analysis of the path coefficients (Table 2) shows that online consumer-to-consumer 

interaction was not significantly related to online event experience for three of the four 

countries; hence H1 was rejected (US: β=0.07 NS, UK: β=0.06 NS, BZ: β=0.10 p < 0.05, SA: 

β=0.02 NS). Following these results, and given that consumer interactions in ‘live’ events have 

been suggested to influence word-of-mouth communications (Kim et al., 2019), we tested an 

alternative model by proposing H1b which predicts that online consumer-to-consumer 

interaction has a direct positive effect on behavioural intentions. The new proposed hypothesis 

(H1b) was supported across the four countries, with positive and significant path coefficients 

(US: β=0.17 p < 0.01, UK: β=0.14 p < 0.001, BZ: β=0.13 p < 0.001, SA: β=0.15 p < 0.01). In 

addition, H2 was supported across the four countries due to the significant role of effective 

communications on online event experience, with BZ and US scoring the highest path 

coefficients (BZ: β = 0.33 p < 0.001; US: β = 0.31 p < 0.001). H3 was also supported across the 

four countries, with online content engagement in SA (β = 0.28 p < 0.001) and US (β = 0.26 p 

< 0.01) showing the strongest effects on online event experience. The relationships between 

online event experience and behavioural intentions were all positive and significant with US 

having the highest path coefficients (β = 0.34 p < 0.001) and BZ scoring the lowest (β = 0.22 p 

< 0.01). Thus, H4 was supported. Finally, place attachment showed a significant positive effect 

on both online event experience and behavioural intentions, which indicates its role as a control 

variable across the four countries. All path coefficients are presented in Table 2 and the revised 

model with the all significant paths appears in Figure 2. 

[Insert Table 2 around here] 

[Insert Figure 2 around here (2-column fitting image)] 

As also noted in Table 2, the results of the predicted accuracy of the models show that 

all the resulting cross-validated redundancy Q2 values were above zero, supporting the model's 

predictive accuracy. This result was also supported by the R2  values for online event experience 
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(US = 0.69, UK = 0.71, BZ =0.76, SA = 0.61) and behavioural intentions (US = 0.64, UK = 

0.64, BZ =0.57, SA = 0.56), which suggest that our proposed model has good in-sample 

predictive power (Schlägel & Sarstedt, 2016). 

5. Discussion  

Mega events have acquired a new dimension in its relation with the digital environment. 

This attains particular importance given that many consumers follow these events online instead 

of attending live or watching them on TV (Pritchard & Kharouf, 2016). When following a mega 

event online, consumers often interact with others, receive up-to-date communications, share 

their views and engage with various contents online. These interactions highlight the need to 

understand the drivers of creating positive online event experiences  (Brodie et al., 2011; Lemon 

& Verhoef 2016; Srinivasan et al., 2002). This research was, therefore, conducted to contribute 

to the existing body of knowledge by outlining some of the key aspects contributing to an 

improved mega event online experience and its impact on subsequent behavioural intentions. 

The findings help fill a literature gap by investigating the dynamics that contribute to online 

event experience and its effects on consumers’ intentions to recommend the event to others, say 

positive things and follow the next event iteration online. 

Our results suggest that mega events represent a good vehicle for promoting interactions 

among consumers with shared interest who may, therefore, be willing to enter a dialogue with 

others online. It also highlights the need for organisers of mega events to consider improving 

the online event experiences of consumers through improved communication strategies. These 

findings become particularly relevant not only for event hosts but also tourism entities, given 

that consumers’ future behavioural intentions towards an event may also benefit the host city 

through tourism and associated revenues (Kaplanidou, Jordan, Funk, & Ridinger, 2012). A 

better understanding of online event experiences would, therefore, represent an important 
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contribution to the literature, due to the growing investment of mega event hosts in online 

platforms to build personalised connections with consumers worldwide.   

The results show that enabling consumers to engage with the online content of mega 

events enhances their event experience. This finding is aligned with previous studies examining 

the links between consumers and brands on social media (Schivinski et al., 2016), and highlight 

the importance of consumer to consumer and organisation (i.e. event) to consumer interactions. 

This helps supporting Kasavana et al.’s (2010) suggestion that leveraging internal information 

is a means to connect “people to people and people to [event] content” (p. 76). In addition, we 

found that online event experience has a direct positive effect on future behavioural intentions 

of consumers towards a mega event. Regarding online consumer-to-consumer interaction, 

despite its non-significant effect on online event experience, the results indicate that it has a 

direct positive effect on future behavioural intentions. A plausible explanation for this result 

could be that when consumers interact online with others in the context of a mega event, they 

may feel intrinsically motivated to continue the exchange of information and knowledge, which 

leads to the emergence of communities of interest (Ramchandani, Davies, Coleman, Shibli, & 

Bingham, 2015). This will likely lead to a consumer’s positive psychological state and 

motivation to follow the event again in the future, not necessarily to enjoy the event itself, but 

to interact with others who follow the event online. Contrary to previous research suggesting 

that social interaction during live events influence how consumers evaluate their experiences 

and subsequent reactions (Biscaia et al., 2017; Kaplanidou et al., 2012), our results indicate that 

in online environments, interacting with others has no direct effect on the event experience 

itself, but instead influences consumers’ behavioural intentions to follow the event again in the 

future and recommend it to others.   

Evidence of the relevance of both online contents and their presentation to the quality of 

consumers’ experience is also provided in the current study. This suggests that online event 
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content can generate entertainment benefits (Yoshida et al., 2018) and also have utilitarian value 

(i.e., helping consumers following the event). We found that online content engagement with 

specific objects (e.g. videos) promoted by the event on online platforms could lead consumers 

to have a more positive experience. In addition, online social network platforms contribute to 

enhancing interaction and knowledge of the mega event, just as they do for the organisation 

(Filo et al., 2015). This is in line with McMillan, Hwang and Lee's (2003) views that consumer 

experience is not only created by elements that are controllable (e.g. service interface, 

atmosphere and price), but also by elements that are not under the control of the service 

providers, such as the influence of consumers or devices (e.g. mobile devices).  

This research has also revealed the positive effect that consumers’ online event 

experience may have on their behavioural intentions towards the event.  This finding highlights 

the importance of consumers interacting with the event outside the physical world, reinforcing 

the importance of online environments to the way in which people enjoy leisure (Torres, 2017). 

In addition, it demonstrates that a good online event experience has the potential to encourage 

consumers to recommend and speak positively about the mega event to others, as well as to 

follow the mega event online next time it takes place. This result extends previous studies in 

‘live’ events  (Kim et al, 2019; Uhrich & Benkenstein, 2012) and other high personal contact 

service settings (Moore, Moore, & Capela, 2005), suggesting the increased importance of a 

strong online presence for mega events (Di Pietro et al., 2012), and that a positive consumer 

experience leads to positive behavioural intentions. As such, hosts of mega events should 

carefully consider the management of online experience in addition to physical attendance, as 

this will lead consumers to support and serve as advocates of the event in the future. To this 

respect, Sessions (2010) found that when community members meet offline, they then tend to 

become more engaged online. Also, despite the current study deals with mega events, the results 

could be extended to other contexts such as national sporting and cultural events (e.g. 
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Wimbledon, music festivals, conventions), company events (e.g. product launches and business 

conferences), local events held at city-level, or even leisure and tourism organisations, given 

that participation in online communities has been often associated with increased event 

identification and associated consumption in both online and offline environments (e.g. Önder 

et al., 2019; Torres, 2017; Yoshida et al., 2018).  

Finally, and building on previous studies on the importance of place attachment to a 

particular product, brand or a destination (Yi et al., 2018; Kaplanidou et al. 2012), our results 

show that consumers are more attached to and interested in a mega event when it is hosted in 

their own country. Gursoy and Rutherford (2004) found that local residents are willing to 

support a mega event if they perceive there are more benefits than costs. Our findings add to 

this by highlighting that consumers are supportive of their country hosting a mega event from 

a patriotic standpoint. This is in line with previous studies on ‘live events’ (Heere et al., 2013; 

Inoue & Havard, 2014) suggesting that sport events have the potential to promote positive social 

impact (e.g. community pride and group identity). In addition, because mega events transform 

the host regions (e.g., new networks, infrastructures, knowledge transfer, facilities for 

hospitality and accommodation, training for tourism operators, improved international visibility 

and cultural awareness; Dansero & Puttilli, 2010; Preuss, 2007), our results offer new avenues 

to capitalise on the events’ benefits through online platforms.  

5.1. Managerial implications 

Due to the importance of the digital environment, managers should invest in the quality 

of the presence of the mega event in the digital world. Social relationships between consumers 

need to be facilitated through the creation of opportunities for consumers to develop reciprocal 

interactions. For example, blogs and forums embedded in the online platform of the mega event 

may help the audience to optimise their time and reduce effort when searching for information 

about the event (Chan & Li, 2010). Also, by promoting information exchange between 
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consumers and the organisation, online event managers are likely to provide consumers with 

more control over their experiences (Kasavana et al., 2010).  Investments in the online presence 

of the mega event could also potentially lead to more opportunities for sponsorship, given that 

social media sites represent an important communication vehicle for brands (Delia & 

Armstrong, 2015) and mega events often attract large audiences (Müller, 2015).  

The positive role of effective communication on online event experience highlights the 

need for event managers and associated stakeholders to take into account how the mega event 

is communicated. As noted by Adjei et al. (2010), online communication strategies should focus 

on marketing content with relevant and frequent information that contributes to consumer 

knowledge, but it is vital to avoid information overload (Önder et al., 2019). Online event 

managers should develop integrated marketing communication strategies targeting event 

followers through various platforms and providing them with consistent and up-to-date 

information about the mega event (e.g., schedules and competition scores, behind-the-scenes, 

rituals and traditions, etc.), as well as other points of interest about the host location (e.g. 

entertainment, cultural activities).  

Our results highlight the importance of providing the potentially global consumers of a 

mega event with mechanisms that facilitate a positive experience, regardless of the channel they 

use to interact with the event. From an effective platform-independent web design solution, to 

a more comprehensive strategy that builds on the accessibility and scope of social networking 

and social media solutions, innovative ways to engage consumers and communities should be 

considered. For example, the creation of a friendly and cooperative online environment often 

influences online customer experience in the tourism sector (Huang & Hsu, 2010) and may also 

be important in mega events to help consumers improve the sense of belonging (Torres, 2017). 

Similarly, the development of targeted communications signalling that consumers from a wide 

range of cultural backgrounds are welcome may help to reduce potential barriers in online 
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consumer-to-consumer interactions, leading to improved evaluations of the event experiences 

(Johnson & Grier, 2013). Also, allowing consumers to create and customise profiles may 

contribute to their online event experience and favourable intentions towards the event, while 

also have the potential to generate benefits for other stakeholders. 

This study also highlights different channels used by consumers for following events 

online (e.g., laptop, smartphone and tablet). Consequently, we recommend having specific 

strategies especially designed to target each channel. This could pass from a simple web design 

solution making the website mobile and tablet-friendly; to a more comprehensive strategy, 

using notifications and designing event-specific applications. For example, the use of existing 

features in the online platforms to enhance entertainment (e.g., behind-the-scenes photos and 

videos or event schedule announcements) may positively contribute to consumers’ engagement, 

enhancing their overall online event experience and subsequent behavioural intentions towards 

the event (Santos et al., 2019). In addition, digital managers must also be mindful of the timing 

to post information because the week day and time have been suggested to affect consumer 

engagement (Önder et al., 2019). 

Furthermore, managers could facilitate and create sponsorship opportunities for online 

photo- or video-sharing by spectators attending the live event. They could also encourage 

publication of user-generated content and interaction in different languages to promote 

communication and engagement across different nationally groups following the event. 

Providing interactive, event-themed, multi-player gaming is another option. Furthermore, 

online managers could adopt geolocation of mobile devices for marketing purposes such as 

gathering event-followers at a certain meeting point to promote information-sharing, 

consumption of products and interaction. Real-time moments could be turned into marketing 

opportunities to strengthen the ties between consumers and events. 
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In summary, this study was driven by the need to understand consumers’ online event 

experiences. The results obtained from the participants of the four countries showed that online 

consumer to consumer interaction, effective communication and online content engagement all 

influence consumers’ online experiences to an extent. In addition, a good online experience 

leads to subsequent positive behavioural intentions towards the event. Understanding 

consumers’ online event experiences is a starting point for mega event organisers to improve 

future undertakings, and this study represents an effort to provide them with a basis of 

information to guide managerial practices.  

5.2. Limitations and directions for further research 

This study has limitations that should be considered in future endeavours. First, we did 

not consider the social and financial environment surrounding mega events which may 

influence how consumers relate to the event (Preuss, 2007). Thus, future studies could examine 

how the varying social and financial health of the host countries relate to mega events’ online 

experiences. The examination of motivations and barriers for consumers with different cultural 

backgrounds when following a mega event online may also be a fruitful line of research, given 

that consumeristic cultures tend to have looser ties between consumers in comparison to 

collectivist cultures (de Mooij & Hofstede, 2011). Thus, future researchers could examine 

specific cross cultural differences and their effect on behavioural intentions in the context of 

mega events. Moreover, involvement with the event was not captured and prior research has 

referred to it as an antecedent of consumer engagement (Hollebeek et al., 2014). As such, 

additional research could examine prior involvement with the mega event to deepen the 

understanding of how to strengthen consumer engagement and overall online event 

experiences.     

Second, the current research did not consider channel integration. Previous studies have 

suggested that consumers often follow online events through multiple channels (online and 
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offline), and that factors driving their experience can be different. Thus, additional research 

could develop a more holistic approach by examining both online and offline experiences to 

better understand how to provide a better service delivery of mega events. In addition, as noted 

by Morgan-Thomas and Veloutsou (2013, p. 22), “the attitudes one holds about the technology 

do influence the adoption and use of that technology”. Thus, it would be valuable to examine 

the extent to which technology acceptance affects online event experiences and future 

behavioural intentions. Online platforms often have different scopes, architectures, cultures and 

norms that may influence engagement levels (Roma & Aloini, 2019). Therefore, comparing 

how consumers interact across different online platforms in future studies may provide new 

insights into how to increase engagement and develop long-term relationships between 

consumers, events and associated stakeholders.  

Third, despite using samples from four different countries, this study was cross-sectional. 

This may limit the understanding of the consequences of online event experience and how 

consumers engage over time. Future studies should develop a longitudinal approach by 

collecting data before, during and after the mega event to better understand consumer 

experiences in online environments and how these are affected throughout time. Moreover, 

monitoring different iterations of the same mega event and comparing these online event 

experiences would contribute to a more comprehensive understanding of how to deliver a better 

service to consumers, increase their positive behavioural intentions and translate these into 

specific actions. Finally, this study focuses on behavioural intentions as an outcome of online 

event experience as opposed to actual behaviours. Chandon, Morwitz, and Reinartz (2005) 

found that behavioural intentions may not translate into actual behaviours, because customers 

may provide inaccurate predictions about their future behaviour (see also, Wirtz, Xiao, Chiang, 

& Malhotra, 2014). Thus, future researchers could explore our model constructs and assess their 

impact on consumer actual behaviours. 
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Figure 1. Hypothesised model. 
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Table 1. Mean (M), Standard Deviation (SD), Composite Reliability (CR), Cronbach’s Alpha (α), AVE, and 

HTMT test for discriminant validity. 

Overall (n=1726) M(SD) CR α AVE OCCI PA OCE OEE EC BI 

OCCI  5.10(1.07) 0.90 0.88 0.73 -      

PA 5.64(1.04) 0.87 0.77 0.69 0.72 -     

OCE 5.31(1.17) 0.86 0.78 0.61 0.69 0.81 -    

OEE 5.17(1.30) 0.89 0.83 0.75 0.72 0.70 0.80 -   

EC 5.46(1.13) 0.87 0.77 0.69 0.70 0.79 0.74 0.79 -  

BI 5.70(1.07) 0.91 0.91 0.80 0.67 0.72 0.74 0.72 0.72 - 

US (n=421) M(SD) CR α AVE OCCI PA OCE OEE EC BI 

OCCI  5.08(1.38) 0.92 0.92 0.75 -      

PA 5.65(1.09) 0.87 0.88 0.71 0.78 -     

OCE 5.32(1.22) 0.87 0.87 0.63 0.79 0.83 -    

OEE 5.19(1.34) 0.90 0.84 0.76 0.72 0.57 0.80 -   

EC 5.48(1.18) 0.88 0.87 0.70 0.79 0.82 0.75 0.80 -  

BI 5.71(1.09) 0.88 0.91 0.77 0.70 0.78 0.69 0.83 0.70 - 

UK (n=432) M(SD) CR α AVE OCCI PA OCE OEE EC BI 

OCCI  4.68(1.28) 0.91 0.87 0.72 -      

PA 5.28(1.05) 0.85 0.75 0.66 0.75 -     

OCE 5.01(1.13) 0.84 0.75 0.57 0.69 0.77 -    

OEE 4.78(1.23) 0.89 0.83 0.74 0.70 0.81 0.72 -   

EC 5.08(1.13) 0.86 0.76 0.67 0.78 0.81 0.84 0.82 -  

BI 5.41(1.10) 0.91 0.92 0.81 0.64 0.78 0.76 0.64 0.71 - 

BZ (n=446) M(SD) CR α AVE OCCI PA OCE OEE EC BI 

OCCI  5.77(1.09) 0.91 0.87 0.73 -      

PA 5.97(0.96) 0.89 0.82 0.74 0.80 -     

OCE 5.82(1.06) 0.89 0.84 0.68 0.80 0.81 -    

OEE 5.79(1.12) 0.91 0.84 0.76 0.77 0.77 0.90 -   

EC 5.98(0.92) 0.88 0.79 0.71 0.48 0.82 0.75 0.78 -  

BI 6.21(0.95) 0.93 0.93 0.84 0.68 0.45 0.81 0.79 0.80 - 

SA (n=427) M(SD) CR α AVE OCCI PA OCE OEE EC BI 

OCCI  4.94(1.19) 0.87 0.82 0.65 -      

PA 5.65(0.94) 0.82 0.70 0.65 0.72 -     

OCE 5.09(1.08) 0.82 0.72 0.55 0.49 0.84 -    

OEE 4.93(1.20) 0.87 0.77 0.68 0.69 0.65 0.86 -   

EC 5.29(1.08) 0.82 0.70 0.61 0.77 0.75 0.60 0.80 -  

BI 5.80(0.94) 0.93 0.91 0.79 0.60 0.85 0.71 0.74 0.79 - 

Notes: OCCI = Online consumer to consumer interaction; PA = Place attachment; OCE = Online content engagement; OEE = 

Online event experience; EC = Effective communication; BI = Behavioural intentions. 
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Table 2. Summary results of the structural model. 

 

Path 

Overall 

model 

US UK BZ SA Hypothesis 

supported? 

β Β β β β 

H1a OCCI               OEE 0.07 NS  0.06 NS  0.08 NS  0.10*  0.02 NS  No 

H1b OCCI               BI 0.16** 0.17** 0.14*** 0.13*** 0.15** Yes 

H2 EC                   OEE 0.23*** 0.31*** 0.22** 0.33*** 0.18** Yes 

H3 OCE                OEE 0.24** 0.26** 0.22** 0.22** 0.28*** Yes 

H4 OEE                BI 0.27** 0.34*** 0.22*** 0.22** 0.27** Yes 

CV PA                   BI 0.45*** 0.41*** 0.53*** 0.46** 0.43*** Yes 

CV PA                  OEE 0.41*** 0.31*** 0.47*** 0.30** 0.40***  

 Q2 0.44 0.45 0.46 0.48 0.37 N/A 

 SRMR 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.06 0.05 N/A 

Notes: OCCI = Online consumer to consumer interaction; PA = Place attachment; OCE = Online content engagement; OEE = 

Online event experience; EC = Effective communication; BI = Behavioural intentions; NS: Not significant, *p < 0.05; **p < 

0.01; ***p < 0.001, CV = Control variable, N/A: Not applicable. 
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Figure 2. Final structural model with the hypotheses supported. 

Note: Solid lines refer to hypotheses supported (significant path for all 4 countries), while the dotted line 

indicates hypothesis not supported (significant path only for Brazil). 
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Appendix. Model constructs, item loadings, Kurtosis and Skewness. 

 

Construct and items  

Item loading Kurtosis Skewness 

Overall US UK BZ SA Overall US UK BZ SA Overall US UK BZ SA 

Online consumer to consumer interaction (OCCI)                

I was able to meet more people who shared my interests in this 
event online than in person. 

 
0.81 

 
0.81 

 
0.78 

 
0.86 

 
0.78 -0.28 

 
-0.54 

 
-0.45 

 
1.89 

 
-0.36 -0.66 

 
-0.61 

 
-0.39 

 
-1.34 

 
-0.53 

I looked forward to discussing my opinion about the event with 

other people who share the same interest as me. 

 

0.81 

 

0.81 

 

0.79 

 

0.85 

 

0.76 0.59 

 

0.24 

 

-0.08 

 

2.07 

 

0.98 -0.97 

 

-0.87 

 

-0.64 

 

-1.57 

 

-1.05 
I engaged more with the event when I discussed it with people 

like myself online. 

 

0.74 

 

0.76 

 

0.76 

 

0.75 

 

0.70 -0.06 

 

0.10 

 

-0.29 

 

0.96 

 

-0.04 -0.68 

 

-0.78 

 

-0.37 

 

-1.14 

 

-0.63 

Being able to connect with other people online who share my 

interest was important to me. 

 

0.75 

 

0.80 

 

0.70 

 

0.83 

 

0.74 -0.65 

 

-0.82 

 

-0.57 

 

0.95 

 

-0.82 -0.49 

 

-0.46 

 

-0.33 

 

-1.15 

 

-0.19 

Place Attachment (PA)                

I would prefer similar events to be hosted by my country rather 
than other countries in the future. 

 
0.78 

 
0.80 

 
0.73 

 
0.82 

 
0.70 1.77 

 
-1.13 

 
1.41 

 
2.24 

 
1.77 -1.16 

 
1.62 

 
-0.96 

 
-1.34 

 
-1.22 

I was more interested in the event because it was held in my 

country. 

 

0.85 

 

0.86 

 

0.86 

 

0.88 

 

0.80 0.57 

 

-1.15 

 

1.07 

 

2.07 

 

3.04 -0.94 

 

1.62 

 

-0.82 

 

-1.34 

 

-1.48 
I am proud that my country hosted the event. 0.85 0.87 0.85 0.88 0.82 1.63 -0.99 0.16 1.24 0.87 -1.14 0.53 -0.66 -1.19 -0.98 

Online content engagement (OCE)                

I could follow the event more easily when I was able to 

customise web pages to my own liking. 

 

0.88 

 

0.90 

 

0.87 

 

0.87 

 

0.82 -0.30 

 

1.73 

 

1.25 

 

2.67 

 

1.88 -0.68 

 

-1.20 

 

-0.99 

 

-1.58 

 

-1.31 
I enjoyed interacting with the online content related to the 

event. 

 

0.86 

 

0.86 

 

0.86 

 

0.87 

 

0.84 -0.18 

 

-0.34 

 

-0.56 

 

2.15 

 

-0.46 -0.68 

 

-0.69 

 

-0.37 

 

-1.45 

 

-0.49 

Following the event online was enjoyable. 0.82 0.85 0.82 0.81 0.73 1.67 -0.23 -0.41 1.46 -0.29 -1.23 -0.72 -0.46 -1.25 -0.46 
Interacting with the event online allowed me to follow any part 

of the event. 

 

0.85 

 

0.86 

 

0.85 

 

0.86 

 

0.81 1.31 

 

0.99 

 

0.78 

 

1.45 

 

1.89 -1.11 

 

-1.03 

 

-0.93 

 

-1.18 

 

-1.29 

Online event experience (OEE)                
Compared with other methods of following the event, online 

was a good choice. 

 

0.88 

 

0.88 

 

0.88 

 

0.88 

 

0.85 

 

1.20 

 

1.02 

 

0.70 

 

2.41 

 

1.84 -1.12 

 

-1.09 

 

-0.80 

 

-1.48 

 

-1.30 

Overall, I’m happy with my experience following the event 
online. 

 
0.84 

 
0.86 

 
0.84 

 
0.88 

 
0.76 0.88 

 
1.15 

 
0.43 

 
1.95 

 
0.94 -0.99 

 
-1.10 

 
-0.60 

 
-1.32 

 
-1.05 

My interaction with the event online was positive. 0.87 0.88 0.86 0.86 0.87 2.02 1.94 1.45 2.39 2.25 -1.23 -1.22 -0.89 -1.62 -1.31 

Effective communication (EC)                
I liked being kept up-to-date about the various activities of the 

event. 

 

0.85 

 

0.87 

 

0.85 

 

0.87 

 

0.82 

 

-0.62 

 

0.87 

 

1.07 

 

-1.46 

 

1.38 

 

0.13 

 

-0.94 

 

-0.80 

 

1.50 

 

-1.09 

I like receiving newsletters about the events I am interested in.  
0.87 

 
0.86 

 
0.88 

 
0.85 

 
0.83 

 
1.17 

 
1.94 

 
0.41 

 
-1.47 

 
2.53 

 
-1.02 

 
-1.32 

 
-0.67 

 
1.19 

 
-1.39 

I was able to access the information about the event online 

whenever I needed it. 

 

0.77 

 

0.80 

 

0.73 

 

0.81 

 

0.70 

 

1.74 

 

-0.39 

 

-0.32 

 

-1.30 

 

-0.28 

 

-1.21 

 

-0.62 

 

-0.52 

 

1.03 

 

-0.66 

Behavioural intentions (BI)                
I would recommend following the event online to family 

members. 

 

0.91 

 

0.90 

 

0.91 

 

0.92 

 

0.92 1.52 

 

1.30 

 

1.06 

 

7.37 

 

2.91 -1.16 

 

-1.13 

 

-0.86 

 

-1.23 

 

-1.55 

Next time this event takes place, I would follow it online. 0.89 0.88 0.89 0.89 0.91 1.50 0.55 0.64 3.37 1.33 -1.15 -0.91 -0.75 -1.74 -0.97 
I would speak positively about how much I enjoyed following 

the event online. 

 

0.88 

 

0.85 

 

0.91 

 

0.92 

 

0.89 

 

2.32 

 

1.09 

 

0.63 

 

1.98 

 

2.30 

 

-1.33 

 

-1.04 

 

-0.72 

 

-1.92 

 

-1.24 

I would mention to others that they should follow the event 
online. 

 
0.90 

 
0.89 

 
0.90 

 
0.89 

 
0.91 1.03 

 
0.85 

 
0.89 

 
1.13 

 
1.23 -1.03 

 
-0.98 

 
-0.82 

 
-1.79 

 
-1.29 
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