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Abstract

Sport events hosted are beneficial for host population and governments have
made stronger claims about social benefits derived from such events. Using
1990-2022 panel data from multiple countries/cities, the current study aims
to examine the relationship between residents’ perception of the social impact
from hosting small and medium-scale sporting events and their attempt to
win the bid to host such future sporting events. According to Hover et al.
(2016), the social impact of sport events hosted is multi-dimensional. By us-
ing panel data modeling we come to prove that all the social impact’s dimen-
sions measured over a year are positively correlated with the number of sport
events hosted over the coming year.

Keywords
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1. Introduction

Every city or country will have its own reason as to why they assertively bid to
host sporting events. Governments all over the world put huge amounts of
money into bidding for, and then hosting, sports events.

In fact, government authorities around the world are aiming to improve their
ability to achieve social and economic objectives by investing in sport events.
There is growing recognition that sport events, varying from small scale sport

events to mega sport events with an international scope, are seen as significant
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tools for social and economic development (see, for a literature review, Kellett et
al., 2008; Misener, 2015; Cornelissen, 2008).

Since the 1980s, the study of sport events has attracted significant attention
from academics (see, for example, Gratton et al., 2001). Academics representing
this stream of research emphasized that various short-term and long-term bene-
fits have been asserted to support the hosting of sport events. Research into the
question of the impact of sports events has grown significantly over the years
(Wicker et al., 2012; Preuss, 2015).

Indeed, due to the huge sum of public money spent on the construction of fa-
cilities and the production of sporting events, public officials, event organizers,
and international sport organizations are also under increasing pressure to justi-
fy these public subsidies by demonstrating that the benefits brought to the host
city by these events go over the cost (Liu, 2016). Many countries and cities com-
pete to host sports event even though economists generally find that the costs
exceed the benefits (see, for example, Porter & Chin, 2012).

It is apparent from the literature that events are thought to produce different
types of impact for the hosting community (Fredline, 2004; Ritchie, 1984), which
can be classified into economic and social impacts (Chalip, 2006). While the
economic impact of such events has been the main focus that has received most
research attention (Crompton, 2001; Gratton et al., 2005), it is also the most
controversial area that has been angrily debated.

So far, no well-developed methods have been created to measure the impact
that sport events have outside the economic domain. The social impact as a re-
sult of a sport event is, to a certain extent, clear and unquestionable (e.g. Mou-
rato et al.,, 2005). To date, sport events impact studies have been mainly eco-
nomic in nature, whereas thorough evaluations of the social impact are relatively
scarce (e.g. Preuss, 2004; Balduck et al., 2011; Kim & Petrick, 2005; Kim &
Walker, 2012; Waitt, 2003). A call has been put forward to go beyond economic
impact as some argued that social benefits may in the long run be greater than
the immediate economic impact that these events generate (Crompton, 2001; Liu
and Gratton, 2010).

Based on Van Bottenburg’s (2009) conceptualization, the social impact that is
generated by sport events is “easy to see, but hard to prove”. Studies representing
this stream of research suggested that for those who perceived higher social im-
pacts, the stronger their effort for hosting or bidding to host sport events get.

The purpose of the current research is to examine the relationship between
the social impact of sport events perceived by host community and their attempt
to win a bid to host future sporting events. We are focused only on small and
medium-scale sporting events.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. The definition and dimensional-
ity of the social impact of hosting sporting events based on the existing literature
are expanded in the next section. This followed by the development of hypo-
theses that are intended to identify the relationship between the social impacts of

sport events and the number of future sport events hosted. Panel data modeling
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are described in the method section. Results are provided and discussed after
which conclusions are formulated. Finally some implications are identified and

some limitations and directions for future research are presented.

2. Literature Review and Hypothesis Development

2.1. The Definition and Dimensionality of the Social Impact of
Hosting Sporting Events

In the scientific literature, impacts of sport events are classified in various ways.

Reviewing the literature, four main categories can be distinguished (Hover et al.,

2016)

= Economic impact (e.g. contribution to GDP, employment, incoming tour-
ism...);

= Environmental impact (e.g. waste management, carbon foot print, CO, re-
duction);

= Physical impact (e.g. public transport infrastructure, housing projects, sport
facilities);

=  Social impact (explained below).

Social impact refers to the manner in which a sport event prompts changes in
the collective and individual value systems, behaviour patterns, community struc-
tures, lifestyle and quality of life (Taks, 2013). According to Crompton (2004) social
impact characterizes the only type of event benefits that internally focuses on
local residents, and therefore has been identified “as a core source of potential
event value” (Chalip, 2006).

Hover et al. (2016) stated that three main aspects of social impact can be iden-
tified:

1) Sport and sport participation: the degree to which sport events stimulate
the sport sector and especially stimulate participation in sport for hosting com-
munity.

2) Attitudes and beliefs: the degree to which sport events influence people’s
beliefs, attitudes, norms and values (e.g. pride, happiness, “feeling good”).

3) Social cohesion: the ongoing process of developing a community of shared
values, shared challenges and equal opportunities, based on a sense of trust, hope

and reciprocity (see, Jenson, 1998), as a result of a sport event.

2.2. Dimensions of the Social Impact and Their Link with the
Hosting of Sport Events

There is no commonly agreed framework for social impact analysis, it is gener-
ally considered to be multidimensional (for a review see, Balduck et al., 2011;
Ritchie et al., 2009; Ohmann et al., 2006).

2.2.1. Sport and Sport Participation Generated by Sport Events Hosted
“Today” Impacts the Number of Sport Events Hosted “Tomorrow”

Advocates of sport events frequently refer to the manifestation of a “demonstra-

tion effect”. A demonstration effect is a process by which people feel inspired by
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elite sport and the achievements of elite sportsmen and women at sports events
to participate in sport themselves; to increase their sport participation or to en-
gage in new sports (Weed, 2009).

Perks (2015) found that the 2010 Olympics in Vancouver had approximately
no impact on national sport participation levels, but there was a momentary and
modest raise in sport participation in the Vancouver area immediately after the
event.

This attention is seen in the work of Hover and his colleagues (2016). They
found out that the event (In the Netherlands, the World Hockey Championships
in 1998 in Utrecht) did act as a catalyst for rising hockey participation levels.

In the case of the start of the Tour de France, 24 percent of the visitors answered
that they were stimulated to become active in sports. Among non-participants in
sports this share was 18 per cent (Van Bottenburg et al., 2016).

In the Netherlands, 41 percent of sport participants visit a sport event at least
once a year, as opposed to 18 percent in the case of nonparticipants (Hover &
Romijn, 2012). Obviously, sport events that have the ambition to boost interest
in the event and aim for a demonstration effect among non-participants in
sports set themselves a challenging task (Hover et al., 2016). Physical education-
ists in Brazil expect that hosting sport events will only be effective if plans are
developed and implemented for building sport participation (Reis et al., 2013).

The reverse is also true, because the literature largely agrees that the nature
and quality of future events largely depends on the planning that takes place to
engender value (Bramwell, 1997). Building on event outcomes generated when
the event took place in the same country previously may be useful and inform
planning because it may contribute to planner’s and managers’ effort to maxim-
ize the opportunities presented (Reis, de Sousa-Mast, and Gurgel, 2013). Hence,
sport participation is linked to the profiling of an increased interest to host
events. Therefore, planning for an increase in sport participation and designing
well informed programs and strategies to leverage on sport development out-
comes is critical for future hosting or bidding to host sport events (Wicker and
Sotiriadou, 2013; Carroll, 2018).

Building in the work of Taks (2013), key stakeholders of sport events support
the idea that increasing sport participation through events is sufficient to stimu-
late strategic intentions or plans to host future sport events. Additionally, sport
participation has been advanced as one of the critical components to encourage
countries to attempt bidding for major sporting events and resist the pressure to
host big competitions (Chalip et al., 2017). We thus hypothesize:

H-a: Sport and sport participation generated from sport events hosted
“over a year” impacts the number of sport events hosted “over the coming

year”.

2.2.2. “Attitudes” and “Beliefs” and “Sport Events Hosted”
1) Community pride resulted from sport events hosted “today” impacts
the number of sport events hosted “tomorrow”
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Some studies, such as that of Hover et al. (2016) empirically show that in
countries around the world, public money is invested in sport events with the
objective being to promote feelings of pride and a sense of belonging to a local or
national community. In fact, pride includes pride about one’s city, region or
country, or pride about the participating (national) team (Hover et al., 2016). In
a similar vein, Elling et al. (2014) clearly highlighted that national performance
in international sport events may lead to small, short-term excitements in feel-
ings of national sporting pride.

Likewise, there is evidence for the manifestation of feelings of pride as a result
of national success in Germany. Hallmann et al. (2013) have shown that 66 per-
cent of German citizens felt proud and just about the same share is happy when
German athletes are successful at sport events.

It is evident that elite sporting success can go ahead to substantial increases of
feelings of pride due to this performance among citizens in the specific country.
Citizens of a host city (or country) can be proud owing to the event taking place
in their “back yard” (Hover et al., 2016).

As for the FIFA 2006 World Cup in Germany, some observers even spoke of a
new era of national pride. A year after the tournament, 62 percent of Germans
stated a lasting increased national pride, which they related directly with the
World Cup in the previous year (Cornelissen & Maennig, 2010). It appears,
therefore, that residents not only feel proud about the organisation of these
events in their back yard, but they also identify themselves with these events
(Hover et al., 2016).

The FIFA 2010 World Cup in South-Africa also offers interesting insights.
Notably, due to the work of a foundation which was set up to capitalize on the
increased excitement about football in a non-host small-town community, the
event also led to short term increased levels of community pride in that region
(Swart et al., 2011). In spite of the effect on national pride, the FIFA 2010
World Cup had marginal effects on the national identity experienced by local
residents (Heere et al., 2013). Prior studies indicate that most countries strate-
gies have become more focused on attracting international events because host-
ing an event can be a means to reinforce the sense and the pride of being part of
a community and enhance a country’s national spirit, by showing the world
what the community is able to do (Gursoy, Chi, Ai, & Chen, 2011; Kim et al.,
2015).

It has been argued that, different factors affected the position of country to bid
to host international sport events, among these factors community pride because
events “can also have a positive impact on self-identification of the local com-
munity and can, through this renewed group identity, enhance place identity
and pride in the area” (Wood, 2006). With reference to Dwyer et al. (2000) and
Wood (2006), this has been labeled in the literature as civic pride which entails
opportunities of home hosting and socio-cultural interaction. Thus, we propose
the following hypothesis:

H-b: community pride resulted from sport events hosted “over a year”
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impacts the number of sport events hosted “over the coming year”.

2) Happiness resulted from sport events hosted “today” impacts the
number of sport events hosted “tomorrow”

On the opinion of Kavetsos and Szymanski (2010) and Kavetsos (2012) life sa-
tisfaction increases at country level when this country is hosting a major sport
event.

Positive effects of hosting such events are also detectable at the individual lev-
el. Two studies have shown that South Africans perceived the FIFA 2010 World
Cup to have increased well-being (Gibson et al., 2014; Kaplanidou et al., 2013).
Similar results were found in Sydney after the 2000 Olympic Games (Waitt,
2003).

In this regards, Kavetsos and Szymanski (2010) concluded that hosting major
football championships is significantly associated with increased reported hap-
piness in the period following the event.

Under this viewpoint, Londoners reported increased levels of happiness and
life satisfaction during the Olympic Summer Games 2012 compared to a baseline
measure one year before (Dolan et al., 2016). Moreover, the London data are also
compared to a control group of residents from Berlin and Paris, whose life satis-
faction did not increase considerably during the 2012 Olympics. This design
lends additional support to the notion that hosting the event has caused the ef-
fect. According to the above mentioned, creating a festival atmosphere leading
up to, and surrounding the events (e.g., Chalip, 2006), may capture the interest
of residents; make them more aware that these are being hosted, and potentially
make them happier.

Mannell & Snelgrove (2011) have suggested in this context that events create
opportunities for pleasure and fun, keep individuals busy, and allow people to
escape from their daily lives (Shipway & Jones, 2007; Snelgrove et al., 2008),
mechanisms which positively affect feelings of happiness.

This may stimulate stakeholders’ strategic intentions or plans for hosting sport
events. We therefore hypothesize:

H-c: happiness resulted from sport events hosted “over a year” impacts
the number of sport events hosted over the coming year.

3) “Feel-good factor” resulted from sport events hosted “today” impacts
the number of sport events hosted “tomorrow”

A “feel-good factor” refers to senses of feeling good, (communal) wellbeing
and happiness as a result of a sport event. It is used alongside the term happi-
ness, but they are different. Feeling happy is a state of mind. It invokes feelings
of pleasantness, of mental balance, of contentment with what you have. Feeling
good is a physical state, without complaints, symptoms of disease, or feelings of
pain.

Feel-good factor can be defined as “a condition of psychological balance and
harmony” (Theodorakis et al., 2015), it also referred to as “psychic income” (e.g.
Gibson et al., 2014).
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As for the FIFA 2006 World Cup in Germany, the feel-good effect in the
country was intense and long-lasting (Cornelissen & Maennig, 2010).

British citizens experienced an effect of the 2012 Olympics both during and
after the event. During the Games 84 percent experienced a positive change in
the mood of the British public (3 percent negative). In the year after the Games
there still was an effect, although slightly different. In 2013, 70 percent of the public
still experienced a positive change in the mood (7 percent negative) (University of
East-London, 2015).

A study among British youth (16 - 24 years) at the start of 2013, approximate-
ly six months after the closing ceremony of the 2012 Games, learned that quite a
large majority had positive feelings when looking back at the Games in their
capital (Legacy Trust UK, 2013).

As regards the 2000 Games in Sydney, Australians felt an increase in positivity
among the population two years before Games, which increased further as the
event approached. This “buzz” was expressed in feelings of patriotism, commu-
nity spirit and the desire to participate as a volunteer (Waitt, 2003).

Kavetsos & Szymanski (2008) found that hosting major events is associated
with increased reported life satisfaction in the period following the event. The
researchers conclude that it is not winning at the event, but being the host, that
creates the feel-good factor.

The effect was so large that the 2006 World Cup turned into one of the most
significant events in Germany. The (unexpected) success of the home team was
an important part of the feel-good effect among the domestic population (Cor-
nelissen & Maennig, 2010).

The “feel-good factor” associated with event hosting has been the theme of
recent academic research (e.g. Maennig and Porsche, 2008). This feel-good emo-
tion may arise from a number of causes: the enjoyment of attending events, of
being involved as a volunteer organizer, enjoyment of the proximity of the
events even if one does not attend cultural showcases, and national pride (Kavet-
sos and Szymanski, 2008). local communities often value the “feel-good” aspects of
events hosted, and are prepared to put up with temporary inconvenience and
disruption because of the excitement which they generate, and the long-term
expectation of improved facilities and profile’ (Bowdin et al., 2006).

Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H-d: feel-good factor resulted from sport events hosted “over a year”
impacts the number of sport events hosted “over the coming year™.

2.2.3. Social Cohesion and Sport Events Hosted

1) Involving community resulted from sport events hosted “today” im-
pacts the number of sport events hosted “tomorrow”

Minnaert (2012) states that legacy goals are typically based on the host popu-
lation in general, instead of local community, residents or other private stake-
holders. Misener and Mason (2006) highlighted the importance of embracing

the core values of residents, community groups, and neighbourhood associations
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as a condition to create positive impacts from events, which are mostly ignored
while preparing a bid and when organising a sport event.

Although social networks are broadly regarded as a pivotal component of so-
cial capital (Portes, 1998), we know very little about how relationships are forged
or strengthened via events. We do know, however, that social networks play a
significant role in health (Poortinga, 2006), community development (Bull &
Jones, 2006), and entrepreneurial success (Jenssen & Koenig, 2002).

The unique feature of event communities is that they enable relationships to
form across age, gender, and social class boundaries that are not normally bro-
ken outside the fun space of events (Hover et al., 2016).

Borgmann (1992) has suggested in this context that the coming together of
people around a meaningful leisure activity presents a positive context for a
“community of celebration”.

Sport events are often seen as a promising way to encourage communication
and communal celebration, as they have a certain “intrinsic power” to activate
people, remove barriers between groups and change people’s attitudes and beha-
viour (Hover et al., 2016).

That was the case in several running events in the Netherlands where around
80 per cent of the visitors and 60% of the participants agreed that the event was a
good occasion to meet with friends. During the same running events, around 75
per cent of the visitors and 75% of the participants agreed that they had expe-
rienced a sense of solidarity during the event (Heuvel Van Den, 2014; Slender &
Molenaar, 2015).

An evaluation of the European Youth Olympic Festival (EYOF) also provides
valuable evidence. Nearly half of the volunteers (47%) reported after the event
that they had made new friends. Moreover, 77 percent of the volunteers argued
that they were willing to act as a volunteer at a comparable event and 20 percent
said that they were possibly interested (Breedveld et al., 2014). This can be a fac-
tor affected the government’s decision about investments in sport events.
Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed: H-e: involving communities
resulted from sport events “over a year” impacts the number of sport events
hosted “over the coming year”.

2) Community excitement resulted from sport events hosted “today” im-
pacts the number of sport events hosted tomorrow

Many authors have pointed out that event and community excitement
represents the creation of euphoria that hosting an event brings to the commu-
nity and its residents. Explicitly, event excitement examines the aspects of the
event (i.e., game, sport, fan interactions) and the role these play in psychic in-
come generation. Community excitement, however, measures the role the event
has upon generating excitement within the host community (Gibson et al.,
2012).

Sport events are related to the pleasure that both athletes and spectators will

feel attending or competing in the event. The athletes will have an opportunity
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to overcome challenges inherent to their participation in the event, while the
spectators and residents will have an opportunity to socialize with other like-
minded individuals that are also excited about the event (Green, 2001).

In addition, the offer of side activities from the main event also promotes an
atmosphere of fun and excitement with hopes to attract more spectators or par-
ticipants (Ribeiro et al., 2021). Green (2001) recommend that participating in or
watching a sport event is a choice on how to spend one’s leisure time and the
pleasure one derives from doing so. In the opinion of Chalip (2006), community
excitement that is present in a sport event is one of the reasons why they are or-
ganized and why they are so popular.

Previous studies (see, for example, Bowdin, Allen, O'Toole, Harris, & McDon-
nell, 2006) have suggested that local communities are prepared to put up with
temporary inconvenience and disruption due to the excitement that they gener-
ate and their long-term expectations.

Schulenkorf and Edwards (2012), in particular, showed that a small-scale mul-
tiethnic multi sports event accompanied by cultural performances such as music,
local dance, local gastronomy, and other associated activities that resulted in
greater community excitement. This may encourage countries sign up for more
sport event’s bidding and hosting.

Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed: H-f: community excitement
resulting from sport events hosted “over a year” impacts the number of
sport events hosted “over the coming year”.

3) Community attachement resulted from sport events hosted “today”
impacts the number of sport events hosted tomorrow:

Building on the work of Chalip (2006) community attachment represents the
ability of major sport events to create feelings of attachment for residents with
their own community. Indeed, scholars have speculated that hosting sport events
can enhance individuals’ social interaction and morale as a member of the
community.

It is useful to identify that community attachment represent the emotional
connections that people have to a particular community and are described as
“rootedness” and “belongingness” as a result of the event being grounded in the
local culture (Hummon, 1992).

Prior studies indicated that sport events facilitate strong and tacit interactions
among host communities and improve individual social confidence as commu-
nity members (Heere & James, 2007; Liu, 2016). In a similar vein, other re-
searchers have discussed sport events as a means through which to help those
involved rediscover a sense of community through participation (Smith & In-
gham, 2003). While there is a consensus among scholars that sport event’s can
yield these ends (Gibson et al., 2014; Liu, 2016; Zagorin et al., 2017; Zhou et al.,
2018).

Research on sport and sport entertainment events (e.g., Crompton, 2004; Kim
& Walker, 2012; Kim et al., 2015; Liu, 2016; Taks et al., 2015; Zagorin et al.,
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2017) revealed that attachment to the community was associated with sport
events. The authors of these studies confirmed that events promote social inte-
raction, a sense of belonging, and increased self-esteem in the community.

In particular, some studies, such as that of Taks et al. (2015) empirically show
that given small and medium-scale events may generate stronger feelings of
community belongingness and empowerment.

This means that event organizers of the host community should work hard to
enhance and leverage social interactions by linking these events to local culture
in order to preserve the traditional and cultural aspects of the event. This may
bring about an increase in the number of countries investing in hosting sports
events.

Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed: H-g: community attach-
ment resulted from sport events hosted “over a year” impacts the number of

sport event hosted “over the coming year”.

3. Research Methodology

In this part we attempt to study the relationship between small and medium
sporting events’ social impact perceived by host residents and the government’s
attempt to host such future sport events using panel data during the period
1990-2022.

In a first section we present a descriptive analysis of the variables used in our
study so we will calculate for our variables min, max, mean and standard devia-
tion.

In a second section we try to conduct a descriptive observation: we present the
correlation matrix and the variance-covariance matrix, with correlation coeffi-
cient.

In a last section we apply the various appropriate parametric tests, and then
we perform the simple linear regression on the panel data after testing the valid-

ity of this process.

3.1. Data Presentation

To bring theoretical propositions closer to reality, it is necessary to study a sys-
tematic relationship between concepts and observable reality. Indeed, this em-
pirical study used on panel data from 31 countries/cites.

The sample countries/cities are: Armenia, Belgium, Bolivia, Cambodia, Ca-
meroon, Egypt Finland, Ghana, Hungary, Iraq, Kazakhstan, France, Malaysia,
Madagascar, Mongolia, Namibia, New Zealand, Nigeria, Netherlands, Oman,
Poland, Peru, Portugal, Romania, Sweden, Switzerland, Slovenia, Thailand, Tu-
nisia, Uganda, Vietnam observed over the period from 1990 to 2022.

The data sources used in this study are:

- Sports Database
- Sports calendar and event Database

- World Database of happiness
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Panel data presentation is the first stage of this research, Table 1 below sum-

marizes the main descriptive statistics of the variables used in our analysis.

3.2. Linear Correlation between Variables

We will calculate correlations between variables in order to detect multicolli-

nearity when independent variables in the regression model are highly correlated

to each other.

All correlation coefficients significant at the 0.05 level are identified with a
single asterisk (¥) (See Table 2 below).

The correlation matrix (Table 2) shows that the highest correlation coeffi-

cients exist between:
Community pride (COMP) and involving community (INVCO) (0.7130).
Sport and sport participation (SSPA) and feelgood factor (FGFA) (0.7327)
Community attachement (COMAT) and community pride (COMP) (0.7875).

Table 1. Data description.

Variable

The number of sport

events hosted next year. SEHO
Sport and sport
I;articipatir(,)n SSPA
Community pride COMP
happiness HAP
Feelgood factor FGFA

Involving community INVCO

Community excitement COMEX

Community attachement ~COMAT

Abbreviations Mean

3.000

4.154

3.227

4911

3.120

3.651

3.538

4.125

Standard deviation Min

0.355

0.717

0.421

0.857

0.405

0.284

0.470

0.222

1.857

1.201

2.401

1.014

1.554

1.620

1.334

Max

4.584

3.847

4.202

3.661

4.004

4.335

4.330

Table 2. Correlation matrix.

SEHO SSPA COMP

HAP FGFA INVCO

COMEX COMAT

SEHO

SSPA

COMP

HAP

FGFA

INVCO

COMEX

COMAT

1.0000

0.2322 1.0000

0.0865* —0.0225 1.0000

0.5622 0.0325 0.4775*

0.1110* 0.7327* 0.2403*

0.1648*-0.3455* 0.3130*

0.3377* 0.3648* 0.6522*

1.0000

0.1648 1.0000

0.1521 0.7184* 1.0000

0.1542 0.0844 0.1512*

0.1524* 0.1256 0.7875 0.1458 0.3324 0.1458*

1.0000

0.1745*

1.0000
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3.3. Statistical Model Specification

Estimating model is used to establish relationship between social benefits per-
ceived by host populations over a year and the number of sport events hosted

over the coming year as follows:
SEHO, ,, =, + > B, X, +€. i€[L31] et 1€[1,33]

where (Z) denotes the country studied (31 countries) and (?) refers to the period
of analysis (33 years). The dependent variable in the model is SEHO.

In addition, X, = (X vies Xoigo X K,,-,,) represents variables related to the
social benefits perceived by host community, these are the & explanatory va-
riables of the model.

The parameters a, et B, ; represent the individual specificity (country) indeed,
it may differ in the individual dimensions, but are constant over time.

Finally, the error term which is independent and identically distributed (i.i.d)
follows a “multivariate normal distribution” N (0, o, ) , represented by the term
(&0

Regarding the analysis of the impact of the social benefits perceived by host
population over a year on the number of sport events that will be hosted over the
coming year (we concentrate only on events that happen every year), we are

going to estimate a linear model using panel data regression.

3.4. Regression on Panel Data

After presenting model variables, we present the estimation technique for panel
data.

3.4.1. Model Identification
The study of the number of sport events hosted over the coming year model,
according to panel data is carried out under the following assumptions.

H1: exogenous variables are uncorrelated with the error term. Hence, the as-
sumption of the linear model is checked due to the lack of the endogeneity
problem.

H2: the number of sport events that will be hosted over the coming year is an
endogenous variable.

Since, panel data is data of a phenomenon observed over two dimensions, one
for individuals (countries) and one for the time (years). They are indicated by i
and t respectively.

Two questions arise here, the first is about the identification of the an-
nouncement effect for each individual in the panel data, which is defined by the
effect that differs from one individual to another but is constant over time. The
second is about the appropriate effect statistical model to use either it is random
or fixed.

We consider the following linear Question (1) that we can estimate from pan-
el data.
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SEHO:’,(M) =, +B, SSPA,  +B, , COMP,, +B; HAP, +p, ,FGFA,,
+B,,INVCO,, + B, ,COMEX,, +B, COMAT,, (1)
+e,,, ie[l,31] et 1€[1,33]

With:

SEHO, (), is the number of sport events hosted for each individual (i) over
the coming year (¢+ 1).

SSPA,, is the level of residents’ participation in sport activities for each indi-
vidual (2) over a year (7).

COMP,, is the level of the host population’s sense of community pride re-
sulting from sport events hosting for each individual () over a year (#).

HAP,, is the happiness’s level of residents resulting from hosting sport events
for each individual (J) over a year ().

FGFA,, is the level of feel-good factor for the host nation resulting from
hosting sport events for each individual (7) over a year (#).

INVCO,, is the level of involving community resulting from hosting sport
events for each individual (4) over a year (7).

COMEX;, is the level of community excitement resulting from hosting sport
events for each individual (4) over a year (7).

COMAT;,, is the level of community attachement resulting from hosting sport
events for each individual (J)over a year (#).

a, a constant that differs from one individual to another.

g;, error term which is different for each individual at each point in time.

This model describes 31 equations where each one encloses 33 observations,

with a total number equal to 1023 observations.

3.4.2. Panel Data Estimation

1) Fisher’s test

We perform the Fisher’s exact test for testing the homogeneity and the overall
significance of the model.

If a; = a and B, = B for ie[1,31], there is a single equation model and it
comes to an homogenous panel data, that we are going to estimate by the ordi-
nary least squares (OLS) method under the following assumptions: V(s ) =c’
and E(a €, ):0.

Lt st

it

The estimation results are shown in Table 3: summary of the main results of
the panel data regression.

Variables state the expected signs, defined by the theoretical model, where:

“Sport and sport participation” over a year had a positive and significant effect
on “the number of sport events hosted” over the coming year. The p-value is
significant at 1% level.

The effect of “community pride” resulted from the sport event over a year on
the number of sport event hosted over the coming year is positively significant at
5% level.

The effect of host community’s happiness resulted from an event over the year on

the number of sport events hosted over the next year is significant at the 1% level.
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Table 3. Summary of the main results of the panel data regression.

. OLS Fixed effect Random effect
Variables
(p-value) (p-value) (p-value)
3.187%%* 2.974%*% 3.411%%*
Constant
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
0.002*** 0.001*** 31110
SSPA
(0.027) (0.000) (0.000)
0.020** 0.018** 0.015**
COMP
(0.094) (0.093) (0.037)
0.059*** 0.063*** 0.055%**
HAP
(0.024) (0.011) (0.003)
0.002** 0.011** 0.012**
FGFA
(0.054) (0.005) (0.011)
0.047** 0.035** 0.022**
INVCO
(0.044) (0.012) (0.015)
0.044** 0.017** 0.055**
COMEX
(0.014) (0.018) (0.018)
0.066** 0.019** 0.015**
COMAT
(0.015) (0.036) (0.022)
R? total 0.008 0.009
R? within 0.079 0.064
R? between 0.005 0.032
F tests F (10, 440) = 11.66 F (10, 411) = 3.54
(p-value) (0.0000) (0.0002)
Hausman test Chi* (7) = 3.89
(p-value) (0.792)
Chibar 2 (01) = 1153.12
Breush-Pagan
(0.0000)

Durbin-Watson = 1.232

Number of observations 855 855

Notes ***, ** and represent statistic significant level for 1%, 5% and 10%, respectively.

The effect of “feel-good factor”, “involving community”, “community excite-
ment” and “community attachement” measured among host population resulted
from an event over a year on the number of sport events hosted over the coming
year are significant at the 5% level.

- Ifa,# aand ;= pour ie[l,31], we obtain the following fixed effects mod-
el:

SEHO, ., =, +B,SSPA,, +B,COMP,, +B,HAP,, +B,FGFA,,
+B5INVCO,, +B,COMEX, , +B,COMAT,, )

ie[1,31] et 1 €[1,33]

J(t+1)

+ €,

it

where:

a, an individual effect, it is constant across individuals over time but it can be
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either fixed or random.
B, a vector with two identical parameters for all individuals and all time pe-
riods.
2) Testing for individual effect in panel data model
In order to check the existence of individual effect, we need to test the follow-
ing two hypotheses:
Hy:a,=0
{Hl ta, 20

Under the hypothesis H,, we have a common constant for all individuals in
the sample; this is the case of the “pooled model”. While under hypothesis H,,
we have a constant for each individual which confirm a panel data structure.

The test statistic for Fisher’s exact test follow F (28, 413) = 28.24 with Prob >F
=0.0000. Subsequently, we reject Hy and we must include an individual-specific
effect in the model.

3) Estimation of fixed-effects model

We first consider the case of fixed effects, we have:

it

SEHO, .,y =, + Y, B.X,,, +¢,,, i€[l,31] et t€[1,33]

This model is studied under the following assumptions:
H :o,eR

H, B, :(BI’BN”"B}S)
H; g, = (8[’1,8,,2,8,,33) areiid
E(g,)=0

V(sl.,[ ) = 05

E(s 8“):0 for i# jand (% s)

it

The residuals are assumed to be uncorrelated in the temporal and individual
dimensions, regardless of the date considered.

The estimation results are given in Table 3: summary of the main result of the
panel data regression.

For the fixed-effects model, the most relevant R? is the R* within because it
gives an idea about the intra-individual variability of the dependant variable ex-
plained by that of the explanatory variables. In fact, the contribution of the in-
tra-individual variability of “the number of sport events hosted for each indi-
vidual over the coming year” explained by that of the explanatory variables is
7.92%. The contribution of the individual effects is 0.53%.

The individual effects are statistical significant since the statistic of the signi-
ficance test of the individual effects (F = 28.27) has zero probability. So the Fish-
er statistic F (29, 411) = 28.27 confirms the heterogeneity of individuals in the
form of a fixed effect, since the p-value < 5%.

Thus, we reject the null hypothesis of the joint significance of the explanatory
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variables (F = 10.411) = 3.54 with a probability prob > F = 0.0002.

The estimation results obtained by the fixed-effect model show that the coeffi-
cient associated with sport and sport participation over a year is positively cor-
related with the number of sport events hosted over the coming year. The sport
and sport participation variable with a positive coefficient is significant at 1%.
Therefore, Hypothesis H-a is confirmed. This result is consistent with result
from previous studies (Wicker and Sotiriadou, 2013; Carroll, 2018; Taks, 2013;
Chalip et al., 2017) who suggested that when adult sport participation level rise
around the time of hosting an event, host community’s investments in sporting
event rise as well.

Community pride resulting from hosting sport events over a year has a posi-
tive significant effect on the number of sport events hosted over the coming year.
Consequently hypothesis H-b is true. The research result is consistent with the
existing literature (for a review see, Tosun, 2000) suggesting that it is important
to foster and stimulate residents’ ideological motivation (i.e. community pride)
to hosting an event. Therefore, previous research (for a review see, Kim et al.,
2015) stated that, the high level of demand for hosting sport event is related to
community pride. Hence, community pride is the most important benefit for the
host territory, which is able to reduce the negative perceptions related to the
event (such as traffic, pollution, etc.).

Likewise, happiness and feel-good factor over a year have a significant positive
effect on the number of sport events hosted over the coming year. Hence, H-c
and H-d are also confirmed.

The study corroborate previous findings (see, for example., Funk et al., 2011)
that residents’ happiness with the event contributes to further commitment and
an increase of country’s investment in hosting future events because hosting
sport events resulted in an increase in reported happiness of the host country’s
residents (Kuper and Szymanski, 2012).

Furthermore, we can state that what drives local residents’ support for event
hosting is probably dependent on the “feel-good” factor, a carnival-like atmos-
phere created among spectators (Grix, 2014). This positive feeling is important
because it can sustain agendas for social and community action (Hughes, 1999).
Governments continue to bid for these competitions. It presents evidence that
shows that these sports contests make people happy, and argues that politicians
capitalize on this feel-good factor.

The effect of the involving community on the number of sport events hosted
seems positively significant at the 5% level. Hypothesis H-e is also true. The re-
search result is consistent with the existing literature (see, Hallmann & Zehrer,
2017) who found that there is a correlation between event involvement and
community involvement. Hence, Community involvement has a positive impact
on future event volunteer intentions (Bang et al., 2009; Doherty, 2009). High in-
volvement is accompanied by high inner excitement including strong activation,

intense thinking and strong emotions, while low involvement is characterized by
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low activation, less information processing and weak emotions (Schiffman and
Kanuk, 2010). In leisure, highly involved individuals are likely to express more
intense attitudes and emotions about their activity (Burkes and Stets, 1999). Ac-
cording to Blackwell (2006) the degree of involvement is the most important
factor shaping the decision-making process. Thus, high personal involvement in
the event might create a higher impact on intention to recommend and engage
again in a similar activity (Bang et al., 2009). Involving communities in the plan-
ning process may result in improved event management, such as ongoing com-
munity support regarding sport events, increased goodwill to visitors, potentially
greater competition to host future events (Auld et al., 2011).

In addition, community excitement over a year has a positive significant effect
on the number of sport events hosted over the coming year. The result are simi-
lar to Crompton’s (2004) and Inoue & Havard’s (2014) research works revealed
that the community excitement, regardless of size and scope, is one of the im-
portant impacts of conducting sporting events.

In addition, community excitement over a year has a significant effect on the
number of sport events hosted over the coming year; hence, Hypothesis H-f is
also true. The result are different from Crompton (2004), and Inoue and Havard
(2014) who stated that the community excitement, regardless of size and scope,
is one of the important impacts of conducting sporting events.

It has been found by previous research (see, for example, Kaplanidou et al.,
2013) that host community look forward planning more sport events because
residents observe some quality of life changes in relation to the event . The result
is also contradicted with Misener and Mason, 2010 who stipulated that some
scholars have recommended that additional activities, other than the event itself,
serve as sources of community excitement and are not necessarily connected to
the event itself (Inoue & Havard, 2014; Kim & Walker, 2012; Liu, 2016; Waitt,
2003).

Finally, the effect of community attachement over a year on the number of
sport events hosted over the coming year is also positively significant at the 5%
level. Hypothesis H-g is also true. The result is similar to preceding research
(see, for example, Heere & James, 2007; Liu, 2016; Smith & Ingham, 2003; Gib-
son et al., 2014; Zagorin et al., 2017; Taks et al., 2015). The author of these stu-
dies confirmed that there is a positive association between sport events and
community attachement.

4) Estimation of compound error model:

For each individual 7 and for each date ¢+ 1, the theoretical model is written

as follows:

SEHO, ., =+ Y1 B Xy, +9,,, i€[1,31] et £ [1,33]

(1+1
With: 8, =a, +¢,,

where:

a, the individual effect which is no longer a constant parameter to be esti-
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mated but an unobservable random variable.

€;, a residual constant that represents the influence of the other omitted va-
riables that vary for the two panel dimensions.

This model is studied under the following assumptions:

H,: the temporal autocorrelation is constant, regardless the number of periods
separating the two disturbances.

H,: absence of correlation between individuals

The estimation results are given in Table 3: summary of the main results of
the panel data regression.

For the random effect, the most relevant R” is the R? between, it is the measure
of the part of the inter-individual variability of the dependent variable explained
by those of the explanatory variables.

Indeed, the part of the variability of “the number of sport events hosted” ex-
plained by the explanatory variable is 6.38%. While the contribution of individu-
al effects is 3.48%.

The estimation results obtained by the random-effect model seem similar to
the results obtained by the fixed effect model.

The value of theta is 0.8339, it is close to 1, in this case the ordinary least
square (OLS) estimator tends towards the estimator of the homogeneous panel
data model.

The Haussman test developed in the next section should confirm these pre-
sumptions.

Let’s apply Haussman specification test to choose the most appropriate model
for the data.

5) Hausman (1978) specification test

The question that arises at this stage is: which model can we use fixed effects
or random effects.

The Wu-Hausman test helps to choose between fixed and random effects
models.

The basic idea is that under the null hypothesis, we are dealing with random
effects, while under the alternative hypothesis; we are faced with a modeling with
fixed effects: it is a question of comparing the variance-covariance matrices of

the two estimators:

w=(B,-B, )’ v (B, B, )71 (Bf _B“)

The statistic test follows a one chi-square test with 6 degrees of freedom.

For the “number of sport events hosted” model studied, this statistic is equal
to 3.89 with a p-value equal to 78.26%. Indeed, the probability of the test is
greater than 5% which implies that the random effect model is more appropriate
than the fixed-effect model.

We therefore accept the null hypothesis and the user adopts the OLS estima-
tor for this model of “the number of sport events hosted”, which is efficient if

there is no correlation between the errors and the explanatory variables. Thus,
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under the null hypothesis we must have the same value for the coefficients.

However, for this study we have, “SSPA (-0.001;, —0.001,), COMP (-0.01,
-0.01,), HAP (-0.06, —0.05,), FGFA (0.00, 0.00,), INCO (-0.01, —0.02,),
COMEX (-0.00, —0.00,), COMAT (-0.001;, —0.001,)”, which confirms the lack
of correlation between the individual effects and the explanatory variables.

It is worth noting that, the modeling with a fixed effect is more general than
that with a random effect, since it does not impose a structure on the individual
effects, such as the case of the random effects which poses the hypothesis of cor-
relation between the individual effects and regressors.

Thus, it is costly because it generates a loss of degree of freedom (we lose
(NV-1) degree of freedom in inclusion N variables minus the general intercept)
which gives less efficient estimators for the coefficients of the explanatory varia-
ble.

Since, the within estimator for a fixed-effect model considers that the coeffi-
cients of the explanatory variables do not change over time for the same indi-
vidual, we can therefore find ourselves in front of an individual-specific random
effect model.

6) Breusch and Pagan’s (1980) test

In order to test the absence of random effect, we use a Lagrange multiplier
test.

It is Breusch and Pagan’s (1980) test which is used to test the two following

Hy:c, =0
H :o; #0

where, Gi denotes the variance of the individual-specific error, p, > N (0, ci)

hypotheses.

The test statistic follows a chi-square distribution with degree of freedom
equal to 1, with a value 1153.12 and a null hypothesis.

Indeed, the probability of the Breusch-Pagan test shows that the random ef-
fects are globally significant at the threshold of 10%. So, we accept the alternative
hypothesis and we adopt the GLS estimator.

7) Wooldridge test for autocorrelation:

In order to be able to use the GLS estimator, some hypotheses are very restric-
tive (hypothesis of homoscedasticity and absence of correlation).

As regard to correlation, it means that error terms are auto-correlated for the
same individual in different periods.

Testing within-individual auto-correlation at the panel model data:

E(e

it?

e,)#0 avecr#s

The null hypothesis to be tested refers to the absence of first-order auto corre-
lation AR (1) using the Wooldridge’s test such that:

H,:p=0

The result of applying this test shows that the value of DW statistic is close to
two (Durbin-Watson = 1.232).
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So, we accept the null hypothesis of auto correlation of errors.

4. Conclusion

Erich Honecker, the first secretary of East Germany’s Socialist Unity Party of
Germany stated that sport is not an end in itself; it is the means to achieve other
ends. The quotation is indeed a symbol of this political attachment to the use of
sport as support for the purpose of governments. This study was an attempt to-
wards this direction. The purpose of the current study was to examine the rela-
tionship between social impact of small and medium sport events perceived by
host community and their attempt to win to bid to host future sporting events.
The current study was developed into three parts. The first involved the defini-
tion and dimensions of the social impact of hosting sporting events based on the
existing literature, the second present the development of hypotheses. The third
is an empirical validation. In other words, development in panel data econome-
trics to show the relationship between the social impact’s dimensions perceived
by host population over a year and the number of sport events hosted by the
country over the coming year.

First, we present data then our study carried out by static panel data, our sta-
tistical tests let to accept the random effect modeling of the linear relationship
between the social impact dimensions and the number of future sport events
hosted. In fact, sport and sport participation over a year had a positive and sig-
nificant effect on the number of sport events hosted over the coming year. Fur-
thermore, the effect of “community pride” over a year for a host country on the
number of sport events hosted over the coming year is statistically significant.
The effect of residents’ happiness over a year on the number of sport events
hosted over the next year is also significant. The effect of “feel-good factor”,
“involving community”, “community attachement” measured among target host
population over a year on the number of sport events hosted over the coming
year are also significant. Linear modeling allows heterogeneity to be taken into
account in panel data, but it also constitutes a major limit since the linear for-
mulation restricts the type of possible dynamics. This calls for taking into ac-

count the non linearity for the panel data.

5. Theoretical and Practical Implications

These findings have a number of implications.

First, small and medium-scale events which may be hosted in a larger number
of countries/cities, are going to generate more benefits at the aggregated level to
more host communities, and thus to contribute a higher net benefit than the
less-often organized mega-events.

Second, this study confirms that hosting small and medium sport event not
only generate social benefits for host communities but also their perceived im-
pact would predict their attitude toward future bidding for other sports events.

Third, the current study is the first gathering Hover et al.’s (2016) factors for
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measuring the perceived social impacts of host population in one study.

Forth, the current study identifying the linkage between the host population
perceptions of the event’s social impact and their intentions toward bidding for,
and then hosting future sports events. This is an important result for the litera-
ture on the social impact of sport events because there is currently a lack of dis-
course about why events and their sponsors need to make efforts to generate in-
tangible benefits for host communities.

Five, this study provided insights regarding intangible impacts as a result of
small and medium sport events, such as community pride, sports participation,
happiness. Contrasting to the characteristics of small and medium scale events
that are often held in a short period of time and require fewer investments for
the organization compared to mega or large-scale events, the impacts of these
events may be felt over short to longer periods of time.

Fifth, in many cases, these events provide benefits that prevail over the costs.
They can bring about changes in behaviour and ways of living and may have
long lasting impacts such as promoting a healthy lifestyle, providing better
knowledge, improved the quality of living, creating a novel community tradition,
or generating new careers and business opportunities. It is important to note
that unlike tangible impacts, especially the economic and tourism related re-
turns, intangible impacts which cannot be quantified, should not be neglected.

Sixth, based on the findings of this study, host population of small and me-
dium scale sporting events and events owners should pay special attention to in-
tangible benefits rather than just focusing on economic benefits to maximize the
positive impact of hosting these events. As the social impact could be enormous
and last long after the event, it is important in itself as a strong indicator affected
the position of country to bid to host future event.

Finally, small and medium sport events are more common than large events
(Taks, 2013), making them more realistic to host and less burdensome on the
local population. Importantly, these events require less capital since they use ex-
isting infrastructure, consist mainly of volunteer labor, and are locally controlled
(Gursoy et al., 2004). Although the media coverage of such events is not compa-
rable to major events, small and medium sport events provide ample and tacit
opportunities for athletes and visitors to interact with local community resulting

in greater local leveraging and event immersion.

6. Limitations and Future Research Suggestions

While the current study makes a substantial contribution to the body of litera-
ture on the social impact of sport events, there are some limitations that must be
noted.

First, small and medium sport events can be hosted by smaller urban centers
that have no chance to organize the biggest events (Taks et al., 2015) but they
seem to be less functional in terms of the social impact, therefore, the results

herein may not be generalized to other events and populations.
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Second, future research should continue to explore the relationship between
sport events and the social intangible impact for a greater variety of events, both
non-mega and mega-events like the Olympic Games and the FIFA World Cup.

Third, notwithstanding scope and generalizability concerns, we note that
sport events impose benefits on individuals in host communities, and these ef-
fects occur in the form of positive and negative consequences for host communi-
ties. Accordingly, this study only reported the positive effects, while researchers
should also examine the negative effect of small and medium sport events.

The fourth limitation of this research is the use of a convenience sample
(countries whose informations are available in the world sport events Database)
and the lack of generalization of the findings more host cities/countries of small
and medium sports events from different economic and cultural contexts should

be analyzed to allow for universalization of the results.
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