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Business location criteria and destination attractiveness have been widely studied a) in international
business research and b) in tourism research. By contrast, studies about the attractiveness of tourism
destinations as possible business locations for sport manufacturing companies have barely been ex-
amined. In order to contribute to closing this research gap, this quantitative study provides insights
based on destination attractiveness by analysing sport, tourism, and specific economic attractive-
ness variables (conducted in the German-speaking Alps; N=119 sport manufacturing companies;
based on the Competitiveness Theory of Porter). These variables are represented by nine factors
measured by 36 items considered pertinent for alpine tourism destinations. Furthermore, hierar-
chical regression analyses were used to explore factors influencing the attractiveness of a location
for sport manufacturing companies, whilst the importance of different statements was evaluated.
Results show that 1) the sport-specific factor “Sport Events” influences the attractiveness of sport
manufacturing locations, 2) differences between Tyrol and other regions were identified relating
to the importance of specific factors. Furthermore, implications were derived for governments and
destination managers, allowing conclusions to be drawn about competitive advantages. Based on
the results, destination benchmarking and benchmarking initiatives can be identified for the future.
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Introduction

(Spoteo, 2019). The Alps certainly do not attract sport manu-
facturing companies with cheap real estate and inexpensive

The pressure exerted by competition is compelling. Interna-
tional, national, state, and local governments and destinations
have to re-evaluate their existing resources and reposition
themselves to remain competitive. Some regions, destinations
or sites appear to be more successful and attractive than oth-
ers (Formica & Uysal, 2006).

Many leading sport manufacturing companies that specialise
in winter sports and outdoor equipment were founded in the
Alps or have their headquarters (including management, sales,
and marketing; excluding manufacturing) located in the Alps
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labour costs, so there must be other reasons why the Alps are
perceived as such an attractive location for sport manufactur-
ing companies.

The Alps could be researched through the lens of tourism and
tourism destination competitiveness (e.g. Crouch & Ritchie,
1995, 1999; Dwyer & Kim, 2003; Dwyer, Dragicevi¢, Armenski,
Mihali¢, & Knezevi¢ Cvelbar, 2016). However, this raises the
question of whether an understanding of the factors influenc-
ing a tourist’s location decision is at all relevant when making
business location decisions. Authors like Porter (e.g. 1990) and
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Dunning (e.g. 1993; 2007) have dealt extensively with interna-
tional business research on foreign-location choice. Addition-
ally, Onstein, Tavasszy & van Damme (2019) identified in their
literature review three relevant streams of decisions relating to
location choice: supply chain management, transport and ge-
ography.

There is something to be gained from the economic approach
to location choice, but also from the tourist approach to loca-
tion choice, as the Alps are neither a typical industrial location
nor an exclusive tourism location. It might, therefore, be both
relevant and interesting for the research community to consid-
er the location choices of sport manufacturing companies in
the Alps from both perspectives, from the tourism perspective
as well as from the purely economic perspective of manage-
ment.

Compared to many company locations all over the world, the
Alps have, amongst other things, their natural environment as
their main selling point as a nature-based destination (Huy-
bers & Bennett, 2003). Furthermore, the Alps are influenced
by tourism, ranking among the most important global tourist
destinations and attracting about 500 million visitors a year;
moreover, tourism is a major source of income from both win-
ter sports and summer tourism (Schirpke, Meisch, Marsoner, &
Tappeiner, 2018). As a result, sport manufacturing businesses
could be swayed by these peculiarities in their choice of loca-
tion. Furthermore, as opposed to other business types, sport is
often described as an emotional and culturally unique business
(Gammelsaeter, 2020). In the mountains, visual appeal, terrain
that lends itself to sport and a favourable climate represent the
pull factors of these destinations (Pan & Ryan, 2007). Research
at the destination level shows that the economic environment
is lessimportant for the development of mountain destinations
than other factors such as the natural, sociocultural, political,
legal and technological environment (Kuscer & Mihali¢, 2014).
Furthermore, Onstein, Tavasszy and van Damme (2019) identi-
fied geography as one research stream in the location decision
literature of management and called for more research.

In other words, the Alps are a region where land that can be
used by sport manufacturing companies is in limited supply.
The infrastructure, such as transport connections to other re-
gions, is associated with high financial costs and again, is lim-
ited, whilst land prices are relatively high compared to other
regions. Nonetheless, many sport manufacturing companies
are located in the Alps. These particularities make it compelling
to examine this region in the context of the location decision
factors of sports manufacturing companies. Indeed, there may
also be a difference between the sport manufacturing busi-
nesses and other business sectors (Szymanski, 2009).

Tourism literature (Hu & Ritchie, 1993; Reitsamer, Brunner-
Sperdin, & Stokburger-Sauer, 2016, Wang et al., 2019, Yacob,
Johannes, & Qomariyah, 2019) and management literature
(Balbontin & Henser, 2019; Dixit, Clouse, & Turken, 2019;
Dziemianowicz, Lukomska, & Ambroziak, 2019; Onstein, Ta-
vasszy, & van Damme, 2019) have paid much attention to lo-
cation choice, but have largely neglected to define an overall

framework for the variables influencing the appeal of alpine
tourism destinations for sport manufacturing businesses look-
ing for a new location, as seen through the lens of both tourism
and management, whilst taking into consideration the pecu-
liarities of sport. The main interest of researchers and experts
is not related to the theoretical investigation of the attractive-
ness concept and subsequently to the competitive ability of a
destination; the main concern is to examine the possibility of
finding universal indicators and methods of measurement (For-
mica & Uysal, 2006).

The abovementioned questions may seem easy to understand,
as they deal with the qualitative and quantitative superiority of
a unit; the concept, however, is much more complex. This be-
comes evident when we seek to define and measure the indica-
tors influencing the attractiveness of destinations (Cracolici &
Nijkamp, 2008). The primary objective of this study is to gain a
profound understanding of destination attractiveness by ana-
lysing sport, tourism, and specific economic attractiveness vari-
ables, and to determine how it influences the location choices
of sport manufacturing businesses in the Alps by considering
both the tourism and management perspectives.

A sport manufacturing business is defined in this context as a
business to business entrepreneurship in the sport sector (in-
cluding sporting goods manufacturers and the ropeway indus-
try; excluding sport tourism suppliers and retailers). In this con-
tribution, location is defined as the place where the company is
situated. Furthermore, the surrounding region where the com-
pany is located is referred to as the destination in this context.

Theoretical framework - competitiveness and
factors of attractiveness in business location
decisions

Attractiveness refers to the extent to which the availability,
quality, and management of services as well as infrastructure
of a destination satisfy the needs of the stakeholders e.g. sport
manufacturing business (in accordance with Cracolici & Ni-
jkamp, 2008). Uysal and Formica (2006) as well as Cracolici and
Nijkamp (2008) studied destination attractiveness in detail and
came to the conclusion that attractiveness is evaluated indi-
rectly by a destination’s competitive ability. A destination’s ca-
pability and attractiveness reflect its ability to achieve its goals
and provide its stakeholders with greater value (competitive
advantage) than other destinations (Grant, 2005).

Therefore, competitiveness and competitiveness theories play
a key role in attractiveness studies (Cracolici & Nijkamp, 2008)
and lead straight to the well-known competitiveness theory
of Porter (1990) — Porter’s Diamond Model. The complexity of
Porter’s concept becomes evident when we seek to define and
measure it: due to the great variety of perspectives on com-
petitiveness, giving a proper definition is difficult (Porter, 1990).
Nevertheless, Porter has made a significant contribution to the
literature by providing a comprehensive understanding of na-
tional and regional competitiveness in terms of tourism and
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management (Kim & Wicks, 2010) and by describing the di-
mensions of attractiveness in terms of a destination or busi-
ness organisation (Cracolici & Nijcamp, 2008).

Competitiveness and factors of attractiveness in management
literature

Competitiveness originates from the Latin word “competer’,
which means “involvement in business rivalry for markets”.
Academically, the roots of competitiveness studies lie in the
international economic theories of Adam Smith and his fol-
lowers (Bhawsar & Chattopadhyay, 2015). Competitiveness
frameworks — such as those of Dunning (1993) or D'Cruz &
Rugmann (1993), to name just a few — have become a para-
digm for competitiveness analysis and have been researched
empirically in many fields.

Some of the most recent reviews of competitiveness and of
literature relating to foreign-location choices were penned
by Ahsan and Musteen (2011), Deng (2012), Kim and Agu-
ilera (2016) and Onstein et al. (2019). They demonstrate
that international business research on literature relating to
foreign-location choices has experienced a renaissance in re-
cent years.

Moreover, specific topics have been repeatedly highlighted
over the years in an attempt to take the changing times into
account. Some of the latest research approaches in terms of
business location choices in management literature include:
a) research on firms focusing on specific activities and why
they choose particular areas (e.g. Goerzen et al., 2013); b) lo-
cation decisions adding place image to the economic factors
(e.g. Dixit et al., 2019); c) the importance of local authorities
in location decisions (e.g. Marks-Bielska & Serocka, 2018), d)
the debate of hard factors describing structural organisa-
tional characteristics in contrast to soft factors, which refer to
non-structural organisational characteristics (e.g. Homburg
& Giering, 2003), e) literature review of location choice (On-
stein et al., 2019) and f) scattered research on sport industry
businesses in particular (e.g. Lohman, Fortuin, & Wouters,
2004; Liu, 2016). Nevertheless, geographic space in combina-
tion with location decisions in international business has re-
mained relatively underdeveloped in the literature (Alcacer,
Dezso, & Zhao, 2013, Onstein et al., 2019).

Competitiveness and factors of attractiveness in tourism litera-
ture

The concept of destination attractiveness and its measure-
ment have been studied extensively by tourism researchers,
economists, and policy makers (Dwyer, Knezevi¢ Cvelbar,
Mihali¢, & Koman, 2014; Formica & Uysal, 2006; Lee, Huang,
& Huery-Ren, 2010). Several studies have examined the
competitiveness of destinations using different models (e.g.
Crouch, 2011; Enright & Newton, 2004; Dwyer & Kim, 2003;
Zehrer, Smeral, & Hallmann, 2016). Ritchie and Crouch (2003),
for example, based their conceptual model on Porter’s “Dia-

mond of National Competitiveness”. It consists of five dimen-
sions (Crouch, 2011) and could be seen as the most compre-
hensive, rigorous and complex approach of all (Tsai, Song, &
Wong, 2009).

Consequently, the analysis and measurement of the attractive-
ness and subsequently of the competitiveness of a destination
have been dominant themes in recent tourism literature (An-
drades, Sanchez, & Pulido, 2012; Crouch, 2011; Dwyer & Kim,
2003; Pechlaner, Pichler, & Herntrei, 2012). In addition to the
development of comprehensive frameworks (Dwyer & Kim,
2003; Ritchie & Crouch, 2003; WEF, 2015), studies on single des-
tinations (d'Hauteserre, 2000; Enright & Newton, 2004; Dwyer,
KneZevi¢ Cvelbar, Edwards, & Mihali¢, 2013; Dwyer, Knezevic¢
Cvelbar, Mihali¢, & Koman, 2014; Dwyer et al., 2014; Omerzel,
Gomezelj, & Mihali¢, 2008), on comparisons of destinations
(Enright & Newton, 2005; Kozak, 2003), and studies focusing on
specific attributes of competitiveness such as price competi-
tiveness, environmental competitiveness, and business perfor-
mance (Assaf & Dwyer, 2013; Barros, Botti, Peypoch, Robinot,
Solonandrasana, & Assaf, 2011; Buhalis, 2000; Dwyer, Forsyth,
& Rao, 2000; Mihali¢, 2000 ) have been conducted.

Kim and Aguilera (2016) followed the call for research on for-
eign location choices that goes beyond multiple disciplinary
boundaries. In the context of the study in hand, one has to take
into consideration that there are distinct and special features
which make sport a unique business institution (Gammelszeter,
2020; Hess, Nicholson, & Stewart, 2008; Mangan & Nauright,
2000; Slack, 2003). Funk (2017) highlighted the lack of ap-
proaches from other disciplines, extending them to fit a sport
context.

Considering all this scientific knowledge, the objective of this
research is to increase our understanding of factors influencing
the sport manufacturing business in terms of location choices
in alpine tourism destinations by using the example of Tyrol
and its neighbouring markets (eastern parts of Austria, parts of
Germany, Switzerland and Italy). The key questions addressed
in this study are: First,“What are the main factors that determine
the attractiveness of a location for sport manufacturing compa-
nies?’, and second, “Which criterias are most important for sport
manufacturing businesses when making location decisions?”.
Based on the findings in the literature, the following hypoth-
eses are proposed:

Hypothesis 1: Sport events positively affect the attractiveness
of a location for sport manufacturing businesses.

Hypothesis 2: Sport infrastructure positively affects the at-
tractiveness of a location for sport manufacturing businesses.

Hypothesis 3: Tourism and marketing positively affect the at-
tractiveness of a location for sport manufacturing businesses.

Hypothesis 4: Burden and bureaucracy positively?/negatively?
affect the attractiveness of a location for sport manufacturing
businesses.
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Hypothesis 5: Transport links positively affect the attractive-
ness of a location for sport manufacturing businesses.

Hypothesis 6: Political framework positively affects the attrac-
tiveness of a location for sport manufacturing businesses.

Hypothesis 7: Quality of life and medical care positively affect
the attractiveness of a location for sport manufacturing busi-
nesses.

Hypothesis 8: Employment and education positively affect
the attractiveness of a location for sport manufacturing busi-
nesses.

Hypothesis 9: Industry and innovation positively affect the at-
tractiveness of a location for sport manufacturing businesses.

Conceptual approach

In an attempt to fill the identified research gaps, the competi-
tiveness theory (Porter, 1990) was considered as the most suit-
able theory for identifying destination attractiveness indica-
tors in the context of location choices for sport manufacturing
businesses in a sport and tourism destination context. Porter’s
model made a comprehensive contribution to the understand-
ing of national and regional competitiveness in tourism and
management (Kim & Wicks, 2010).

Method

First, the current study consists of an exploratory factor analysis
and hierarchical regression analyses, exploring the factors in-
fluencing the attractiveness of a location for sport manufactur-
ing companies (RQ #1). Second, a descriptive analysis gives an
overview of the items that scored highest in the overall sample,
in terms of location choice for sport manufacturing businesses
(RQ #2).

The destination competitiveness and management literature
highlights a substantial number of variables or drivers for
destination competitiveness. Based on the existing literature
(Crouch, 2011; Dwyer & Kim, 2003; Enright & Newton, 2004;
Hudson, Ritchie, & Timur, 2004; Knoll, 2004; Sieber, 2008; Zehrer
et al,, 2016), an online questionnaire was developed. The scale
was defined to articulate the meaning and domain of attrac-
tiveness for sport manufacturing businesses looking to settle
in alpine tourism destinations, and was based on insights from
the literature. Finally, the questionnaire dealt with different
topics: (1) Sport Events & Culture, (2) Sport Tourism & Hospital-
ity, (3) Sport & Environment, (4) Sport Apprenticeship & Resi-
dent Population, (5) Sport & Economy, (6) Sport Infrastructure
& Facilities, and (7) Sport Policy & Security. The items were de-
rived from literature (see Appendix A) and modified to suit the
context of sport.

In addition to the abovementioned variables examining desti-
nation attractiveness, company representatives were asked to

Sport
& Infrastructure

Tourism
& Marketing

Burden
& Bureaucracy

Location
Attractiveness

Transportation
Connection

RQ #1

Political
Framework

Quality of Life &
Medical Care

Employment
& Education

Industry
&Innovation

Identification of attractiveness
factors in sport manufacturing
businesses (RQ #1)

Items score high in terms of
choice of location for sport
manufacturing business
(RQ #2)

Figure 1. Conceptual approach of location attractiveness and influencing factors
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answer questions concerning overall attractiveness, attractive-
ness of certain destinations, importance of different variables
affecting a location’s attractiveness, recommendation rate for
certain destinations, and how likely they would be to change
their business location (see Appendix A for more details).

The online questionnaire was pretested and sent to 693 sport
manufacturing businesses (classified directory, index of exhibi-
tors) in Austria, Germany, Italy and Switzerland. This cross-bor-
der region represents an important area for the sport manu-
facturing industry (B2B). The questionnaire was predominantly
answered by top-ranking managers in the respective organi-
sations. The rate of return totalled 119 questionnaires (n=119;
average age = 46.7), with 69 coming from Tyrol and 50 from the
other specified markets. Sociodemographic and related data
including information about industry sector, function in the
company, nationality and gender, as well as specific informa-
tion about the sport manufacturing businesses were collected
(Table 1).

The first research question explored the main factors deter-
mining the attractiveness of a location for sport manufactur-
ing businesses. To arrive at an answer, the interviewees were
asked to respond to 57 statements, which described variables
influencing a destination’s attractiveness as a possible location
for sport manufacturing businesses. The abovementioned vari-
ables (1-7) were measured with a 5-point Likert scale, ranging
from“very important”to “not important”. Due to the large num-
ber of variables included in the survey, it was decided to con-
duct a factor analysis in accordance with Homburg & Giering
(1996) to see which variables load on certain factors (Table 2).
Poor factor loadings (loadings <0.600) were excluded.

To account for the variance caused by variables not directly
linked to our hypotheses, we performed controls for a number
of firm-specific factors. Specifically, the study controlled for
Age, Gender, Education and Nationality. A series of hierarchical
linear regression analyses was conducted to test for H1-H9 (Ta-

Table 1. Sociodemographic profile of the respondents

ble 4) with a view to summarising which of the proposed nine
factors (extracted by the EFA) has a direct influence on the at-
tractiveness of a location for sport manufacturing companies.
The identification of the factors of attractiveness when it comes
to choosing a location for a sport manufacturing business,
leads us to the second research question, “What are the most
important issues for sport manufacturing businesses when
making location decisions?” As explained above, respondents
were asked to answer 57 statements, which described variables
influencing a destination’s attractiveness as a possible location
for a sport manufacturing business (5-point Likert scale). A de-
scriptive analysis in the two samples, Tyrol and Others, gives an
overview of the items that scored highest for the overall sam-
ple (mean value) (Table 5).

Results

Factors describing a destination’s attractiveness as a potential lo-
cation for sport manufacturing businesses

In order to answer the first research question, 57 attraction
variables were factor analysed to determine the overall attrac-
tion dimensions. Nine factors, explaining 82.42% of the overall
variance, were identified as attraction dimensions (Table 2). All
items referring to a destination’s attractiveness as a possible
location for sport manufacturing businesses were included,
whereas items not referring to attractiveness (e.g. statements
such as“The hospitality of the locals is very welcoming” or “The
destination offers good international shopping opportunities”)
were excluded. Besides the high value of the Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin Measure (KM0O=0.896), the inverse correlation matrix did
not show any difficulties regarding the factor analysis. Moreo-
ver, Cronbach’s a was used for all factors to examine reliability;
nine factors could be extracted by using 36 items.

Industry sector (%)

Function in the Company (%)

Sports Manufacturing 53.8 General Manager 65.5
Industry

Event Agency* 235 Other Position 345
Ropeway Industry 15.1

Sales Agent * 5.9

Nationality (%) Gender (%)

Austria 59.8 Male 80.2
Germany 25.0 Female 19.8
Switzerland 7.1

Italy 6.3

Other 1.8

*in the Sports Manufacturing Industry/or Ropeway Industry
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Table 2. Factors and factor loadings identified by factor analysis (EFA)

Item Number Statement EFA a Expl.ained
Variance
Sport Events 963 42.860
1 ... the destination offers outdoor events, which are a possibility for business marketing communication. 0.801
2 ... the destinations offers winter events, which are a possibility for business marketing communication. 0.718
3 ... the destination stands for outstanding sportand recreactional events. 0.792
4 ... the destination is well-known for its professional organisation of sport events. 0.794
5 ...the destination is receptive to new and special events, which can be utilised firm-specificly. 0.685
6 ... events have a high number of participants. 0.827
7 ... participants are satisfied with the event. 0.885
8 ... events have a high number of spectators. 0.849
9 ... spectators are satisfied with the event. 0.89
10 ... events communicate a company's profile and brand. 0.781
15 ... the destination is well-known for its good image related to sport. 0.645
Sport & Infrastructure 963 55.110
19 ... snow is a garuntee in winter at the destination. 0.708
48 ... the destination offers skiing areas and other winter sports facilities. 0.843
49 ... the destination offers alpine terrain and outdoor parks. 0.722
51 ... the infrastructure within the destination is diverse and on a high quality in winter. 0.794
Tourism & Marketing 927 62.310
1 ... the destination and its policy represent a sustainable tourism encouragement. 0.71
13 ...goverment priorizatin of tourism. 0.752
14 ... the destination's marketing presence is professional. 0.813
17 ...the destination's tourism represents high quality in times of international meetings. 0.732
Burden & Bureaucracy 835 66.569
35 ...time required to starta new business or relocate an existing one is low. 0.808
36 ... location costs to start a new business are low. 0.881
37 ...extent of taxation and administration costs are low. 0.807
Transportation Connection .865 70.195
44 ... accessability by plane to the destination is easily obtainable. 0.847
45 ... accessability by train to the destination is easily obtainable. 0.893
46 ... accessability by car to the destination is easily obtainable. 0.727
Political Framework 886 73.674
54 ... government prioritzation of sports industry. 0.646
55 ... the destination controls and evaluates its politics. 0.785
56 ... transparency of government policy making. 0.803
Quality of Life & Medical Care 824 76.757
31 ... the availabilty of health facilities/medical care (specialised on sport) within the destination. 0.759
32 ... the destination is running programmes in sports medicine research. 0.721
34 ... the destinatioin offers a high standard in general health facilities and medical care. 0.715
Employment & Education .882 79.642
23 ... the availabilty of skilled labour, regarding the sports industry, within the destination. 0,671
25 ... local availabiltiy of research & training services for employees in the sportsindusty. 0,685
26 ... the destination offers an educational system (universities, universties of applied science, research facilities) with a 0607
priority on sport. !
Industry & Innovation 726 82424
12 ...government prioritzation of (heavy) industry. 0,88
40 ...the destination is well known for industrial innovations. 0,74

KMO=0.896, Varimax Rotation, Variance explained 82.42%, Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity =.00

The identified dimensions were labelled as follows: Factor 1,
“Sport Events”, bundles those items referring to events host-
ed by the destination such as winter and outdoor events and
their athletes and visitors. Factor 2, “Sport & Infrastructure”,
covers those items focusing on sport facilities, sport terrain
diversity and quality. Factor 3,"Tourism & Marketing”, bundles
those items addressing all marketing and tourism activities
carried out by the destination. Factor 4 was labelled “Burden
& Bureaucracy” as these items address the extent to which

the cost of starting up and running a business influences the
choice of a specific business location. Factor 5, “Transporta-
tion Connection”, deals with items concerning the role of
transportation and overall accessibility of the destination.
Factor 6, “Political Framework”, bundles the items referring
to the focal points and framework conditions of the govern-
ment and its policies at the destination. Factor 7, “Quality of
Life & Medical Care”, covers those items focusing on the avail-
ability and quality of medical services and infrastructure. Fac-

CISS 5 (2020)

August 2020 | Article 006 | 6



E. Happ

Location decisions of sport manufacturing businesses

tor 8, “Employment & Education’, bundles the items address-
ing the availability of qualified labour for the sports industry
and opportunities for education and further training at the
destination. Factor 9, “Industry & Innovation”, includes the
items referring to the destination’s innovation potential and
its image in terms of innovation and industry. In summary, all
items and constructs used in the model showed very good
reliability and validity and were thus acceptable for further
analysis.

A series of hierarchical regression analyses was conducted to
test for H1-H9 (Figure 1). The controls (i.e., Age, Gender, Educa-

tion and Nationality) were entered into the first block (Model 1)
and the predictors were entered into the second block (Model
2). The findings of the regression analyses are reported in Table
4. Sport Events positively affected the Attractiveness of Loca-
tion (B = .369, p < .01, H1 supported). Attractiveness did not
affect Sport & Infrastructure, Tourism & Marketing, Burden &
Bureaucracy, Transport Links, Political Framework, Quality of
Life & Medical Care, Employment & Education and Industry &
Innovation (see Table 4, H2-H9 not supported). The control vari-
ables did not significantly affect the dependent variables (over-
all construct, M = 4.059, SD = .959)

Table 3. Means, standard deviations and correlations for measures

Variables M SD 1. 2, 3. 4, 5. 6. 7. 8. 9.
1. Sport Events 3.59 1.12 1.00
2. Sport & Infrastructure 3.78 117 .60** 1.00
3. Tourism & Marketing 3.85 112 .67*  68** 1.00
4. Burden & Bureaucracy 417 83 21* 1 A3 1.00
5. Transportation Connection 417 84 24%x Q9% 18 41** 1.00
6. Political Framework 3.99 1.04  50**  56%*  55%  35¥%  AG¥x 1.00
7. Quality of Life & Medical Care 3.29 09 A47**  50%¢  A47**  20%¢  AL¥*  53¥x 1.00
8. Employment & Education 3.85 1.07  59**  63**  56%*  34*¢  37*¥*  5G5¥x  Go¥x 1.00
9. Industry & Innovation 347 .98 .09 16 6 A1*x 42%x 33%x Q7% Q7% 1.00
Notes
M = mean, SD = standard deviation, * = p < .05, ** = p<.01.
Table 4. Results of the regression analysis
Model 1 Model 2
DV: Location Attractiveness
Controls Beta
Age -0.091 -0.175
Gender 0.051 0.020
Independent Variables
Sport Events 0.369%*
Sport & Infrastructure 0.006
Tourism & Marketing 0.180
Burden & Bureaucracy 0.088
Transportation Connection 0.090
Political Framework -0.135
Quality of Life & Medical Care 0.067
Employment & Education -0.013
Industry & Innovation 0.006
F-value 0.745 0.006
R? 0.021 0.258
Adjusted R? -0.023 0.138
Change in R 0.237

*=p <.05; ** p<.01. Dependent variable: location attractiveness.
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Important issues concerning location decisions by sport manu-
facturing businesses

In order to answer the second research question, the impor-
tance of statements was analysed. The following items either
scored highest or were most important for the overall sample
(Table 5): “accessibility by car to the destination is easily ob-
tainable” (4.402); “the destination’s political and legal security
is given” (4.390); “location costs to start up a business are low”
(4.222). The lowest scores appeared for “the destination is run-
ning programmes in sports medicine research” (2.899) and
“the destination offers good international shopping opportu-
nities” (3.093). Furthermore, in the Tyrolean dataset, items like
“destination is well-known for its good image related to sport”
(4.44) scored very high compared to the Others dataset, where
the item “extent of taxation and administration costs are low”
(4.239) scored very high. When looking at the combined posi-
tive scores, indications are that Burdon & Bureaucracy (Factor
4) and Transport Connections (Factor 5) are very important for
all stakeholders. Compared to the overall results, the Tyrolean
sport manufacturing businesses set a high value on a destina-
tion’s good sport-related image. By contrast, the other markets
gave sport and image relatively low scores (3.986) compared to
the extent of taxation and administration costs, as those items
constituting Factor 4 (Burden & Bureaucracy) are considered
very important.

Discussion
Summary

The purpose of the study was to provide deeper insights into
the factors of attractiveness influencing the business location
choices of sport manufacturing organisations. Nine factors
considered pertinent for alpine tourism destinations were ex-
tracted by the EFA. Furthermore, hierarchical regression analy-
ses were used to explore factors influencing the attractiveness
of a location for sport manufacturing companies, whilst the

importance of different statements was researched. Results
show that 1) the sport-specific factor “Sport Events” influences
the attractiveness of a sport manufacturing business location,
2) differences between Tyrol and other regions were identified
relating to the importance of specific factors.

Research Contribution

A destination’s attractiveness as a possible business location
for sport manufacturing businesses can best be explained by
the factors “Sport Events’, “Sport & Infrastructure’, “Tourism &
Marketing’, “Burden & Bureaucracy”, “Transport Links’, “Politi-
cal Framework’, “Quality of Life & Medical Care”, “Employment
& Education’, and “Industry & Innovation”. First, these features
are often discussed in the literature (Crouch, 2011; Zehrer et
al., 2016; etc.), that is, with the exception of the sport-specific
factor (such as “Sport Events”) which is not a key factor in tour-
ism literature. Its inclusion in this study, therefore, makes a valid
contribution to the existing tourism and management litera-
ture. Furthermore, the factor “Sport Events” influences the at-
tractiveness of a location for sport manufacturing businesses
in the Alps. In accordance with Dixit et al. (2019) who asserted
that economic and non-economic factors influence the attrac-
tiveness of a destination and that these non-economic factors
are specific to the destination, it is clear that a sport event (eco-
nomic factor) and the appeal generated by the event (non-
economic factor) influence the attractiveness of the Alps as a
location for sport manufacturing businesses.

Second, differences between Tyrol and other regions were iden-
tified in terms of the importance of specific factors, e.g. “desti-
nation is well-known for its good image related to sport” (4.44
- overall sample scored 3.986) was very important for sport
manufacturing businesses located in Tyrol. Furthermore, Tyrol
scored highest for hosting many different sport events (past,
present and future) and, compared to the other markets, the
concentration of sport events and sport terrains is extraordi-
nary, and therefore plays an important role (Schnitzer, Kossler,
Schlemmer, & Peters, 2020). By contrast, the “extent of taxation
and administration costs are low” was an important factor for

Table 5. Listing of the most important issues concerning location decisions in sport manufacturing businesses

Item Statement Tyrol Others | Total (Mean value)
Number
46 ... accessibility by car to the destination is easily obtainable. 434 4.448 4.402
57 ... the destination’s political and legal security is given. 4.44 4.353 439
36 ... location costs to start up a new business are low. 42 4.239 4,222
37 ... extent of taxation and administration costs are low. 4.184 4.239 4.216
15 ... the destination is well-known for its good image related to sport. 444 3.986 4176

Note: 5-point likert scale was used from: 1 = not important to 5 = very important

CISS 5 (2020)

August 2020 | Article 006 | 8



E. Happ

Location decisions of sport manufacturing businesses

sport manufacturing businesses outside Tyrol. The finding of
differences within the Alps in terms of the importance of fac-
tors makes a firm contribution to the literature.

Third, the descriptive analysis showed that the items bundled
in Factors 4, 5 and 6 are very important when making location
decisions. That is in accordance with Knezevic Cvelbar, Dw-
yer, Koman, and Mihalic (2016) who stated that an important
driver of destination competitiveness is the quality of the gen-
eral infrastructure (Knezevic Cvelbar, Dwyer, Koman, & Mihalic,
2016). In our study, the statement “...good accessibility by car;
the destination is easily obtainable” (4.402) fosters that theory
(bundled in Factor 5). According to the findings of Ketokivi,
Turkulainen, Seppald, Rouvinen, and Ali-Yrkkd, (2017) the cost
of starting up a business, the extent of taxation and administra-
tion costs plus legal certainty at the destination are important
for location choices, influencing the decisions made by sport
industry managers (bundled in Factors 4 and 6). In terms of the
quality of general infrastructure, costs, and burden & bureau-
cracy, sport manufacturing businesses do not differ from other
businesses in their choice of location.

Fourth, the present contribution is based on a specific sector
(sport manufacturing companies) and is focused on sport-spe-
cific critical factors, while Sieber (2008) has called for an evalua-
tion of location decision factors for other lines of business, too.
We have contributed to sport management literature by identi-
fying specific aspects that come into play when sport manufac-
turing companies choose a business location.

Managerial Implications

The sport-specific factor Sport Events is not, however, a key fac-
tor in tourism and management literature, but should certainly
be on the radar of destination managers and governments
seeking to attract sport manufacturing businesses. By support-
ing and reinforcing sport events, destinations can set them-
selves apart from other destinations. Furthermore, managers of
sport manufacturing businesses should take the factor “Sport
Event”into consideration when making location decisions.
The descriptive analysis showed that the items bundled in fac-
tors like transport links, the cost of starting up a business, the
extent of taxation and administration costs plus legal certainty
at the destination are very important for sport industry man-
agers and influence their decisions. The Alps have high costs
compared to other industrial regions in terms of e.g. land; nev-
ertheless, governments and regions have to ensure that they
create a attractive region without relying only on the beauty
and appeal of the landscape (Ketokivi et al., 2017)

Tyrol scored highest for “... the destination is well-known for
its good image related to sport” (4.44 — overall sample scored
3.986). Tyrol is driven by tourism, hosts many different sport
events (past, present and future) and, compared to the other
markets, the concentration of sport events and sport terrains is
extraordinary, and therefore plays an important role. The other
regions did not score that high for sport-related image, albeit
totalling 3.986 - it may be concluded that sport events and

sport-related image are important for all regions and influenc-
es the attractiveness of sport businesses, with slightly regional
differences. This is precisely what destinations and locations
can use as a great indicator when positioning themselves as a
benchmark and as an attractive location for sport manufactur-
ing businesses.

Limitations and future research

This study includes certain limitations. First, data were gener-
ated from a single respondent from each company; seeking the
opinions of more organisational stakeholders such as employ-
ees would have lent greater validity to the reported findings.
Second, the study focuses only on the German-speaking Alps;
we did not include the whole area of the Alps or other regions
in our study which would allow possible geographic particu-
larities to be identified such that generalisability and external
validity may be affected by that limitation. Third, the purpose of
this study was to examine what factors affect location decisions
in the sport manufacturing industry; hence, we did not seek to
assess the detailed weighting of the particular factors. Fourth,
only one of the proposed independent variables (Sport Events)
can be significantly associated with attractiveness of location
(dependent variable).

Further research should consider the development of a weight-
ing system according to the differentimpacts of the dimensions
on overall attractiveness, which would be an important step to
improving the analytical outcome of such studies, furthermore
the identification of variables associated with attractiveness of
location would be very interesting.
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Appendix A

Item Nummer Statement Source
Attractiveness and location

.. overall attractiveness and attractivness of certain destinations i accordance to Sieber (2008)

.. recommendation rate for certain destinations Reichheld (2003)

.. how likely would it be to change the busmess location Knoll (2004)

Factors affecting location attractiveness
1 .. the destmation offers outdoor events, which are a possibility for busmess marketing communication. mn accordance to Zehrer (2016)
2 .. the destmations offers wmnter events, which are a possibility for busimess marketing communication. m accordance to Zehrer (2016)
3 .. the destmation stands for outstanding sport and recreactional events. Zehrer (2016)
4 .. the destmation 1s well-known for its professional organisation of sport events. Zehrer (2016)
5 ... the destination 1s receptive to new and special events, which can be utilised firm-specificly. m accordance to Hudson (2004)
6 ..events have a high number of participants. mn accordance to England (2001)
7 ... participants are satisfied with the event. n accordance to England (2001)
8 ..events have a high number of spectators. n accordance to England (2001)
9 .. spectators are satisfied with the event. mn accordance to England (2001)
10 ..events communicate a company's profile and brand. Hudson (2004)
15 .. the destmation 1s well-known for its good mage related to sport. Dwyer (2010)
19 ..snow is a garuntee in winter within the destmation. Zehrer (2016)
48 ... the destination offers skimg areas and other winter sports facilities. m accordance to Zehrer (2016)
49 .. the destmation offers alpme terram and outdoor parks. m accordance to Zehrer (2016)
51 .. the mfrastructure within the destnation is diverse and on a high quality m winter. mn accordance to Zehrer (2016)
11 .. the destmation and its policy represent a sustamable tourism encouragement. Dwyer (2010)
13 ... goverment priorizatin of tourism. Dwyer (2010)
14 .. the destmation's marketing presence is professional Dwyer (2010)
17 ... the destination's tourismrepresents high quality i times of mternational meetings. m accordance to Zehrer (2016)
35 ... tie required to start a new business or relocate an existing one is low. Dwyer (2010)
36 ... location costs to start a new business are low. Dwyer (2010)
37 ... extent of taxation and admmistration costs are low. m accordance to Dwyer (2010)
44 .. accessability by plane to the destination is easily obtamable. Zehrer (2016)
45 .. accessability by tram to the destmation 1s easily obtamable. Zehrer (2016)
46 .. accessability by car to the destination is easily obtainable. Zehrer (2016)
54 .. govemiment priontzation of sports mdustry. m accordance to Dwyer (2010)
55 .. the destmation controls and evaluates its politics. Zehrer (2016)
56 ... transparency of govemnment policy making. Dwyer (2010)
31 .. the availabilty of health facilities/medical care (specialised on sport) within the destination. in accordance to Dwyer (2010)
32 .. the destination is running programmes in sports medicine research. in accordance to Dwyer (2010)
34 .. the destmatiom offers a high standard in general health facilities and medical care. in accordance to Dwyer (2010)
23 .. the availabilty of qualified labor, regarding the sports industry, within the destination. Dwyer (2010)
25 .. local availabiltiy of specialized research & traming service for employees i the sports ndusty. in accordance to Dwyer (2010)
26 ...lthle destmation offers an educational system (universities, universties of applied science, research facilities) with a in accordance to Dwyer (2010)
priority on sport.

12 ... governinent prioritzation of (heavy) mdustry. m accordance to Dwyer (2010)
40 ... the destination 1s well known for mdustrial mnovations. i accordance to Zehrer (2016)
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