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Abstract

This study examines the multidimensional relationship among social impacts, knowledge
of legacy, and the intention to support hosting future large-scale sports events. Only
limited research has explored how the perceived legacies influence stakeholders’
behaviors, particularly considering the mediated role of knowledge about the legacies
from hosting a large-scale sports event. [To assess the relationship, legacy factors
derived from social exchange theory were used to reflect both positive and negative
social impacts], and knowledge of legacy is conceptualized and developed from existing
studies. The results suggest that knowledge of legacy significantly mediates the
relationship between perceived social impacts and community support for hosting
future large-scale sports events. In particular, understanding the legacy of past events
[reduces the negative perception] of economic costs associated with the future support
of hosting large-scale sports events in the community. On the other hand, community
development is crucial in directly enhancing support for hosting future events. The
findings of this study can serve as valuable insights for prospective communities and
event administrators to establish an effective and successful planning process by
providing a clear rationale to utilize various managerial and communicational strategies

to cultivate the understanding of event legacies toward hosting future events.
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1. Introduction

Hosting large-scale sports events generates substantial social impacts that could reshape attitudes
toward the hosting communities and residents’ quality of life (Kim et al., 2015). Ongoing
controversies have concerned whether the retained social impacts outweigh the costs of hosting
large-scale sport events. Hosting large-scale sports events commonly requires the development of
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substantial infrastructure involving new sports facilities, transportation systems, and other peripheral
facilities to stage the events. However, critical issues have arisen around large-scale sports
events as the infrastructure cannot be sufficiently used after the event, particularly for long-
term perspectives. Therefore, hosting organizations and regions developed comprehensive strategies
to maximize positive legacies (e.g., community development, economic benefits, etc.) while
minimizing negative legacies (e.g., economic costs, environmental costs, etc.). This has raised
questions about the sustainability, long-term planning, and managerial strategies of hosting large-
scale sports events. Existing studies have primarily focused on the short-term impacts rather than
assessing how residents’ attitudes toward long-term legacies may impact their supportive behaviors in
hosting future large-scale sports events.

Any changes may influence residents’ quality of life and their continued residence in the hosting
communities] as the legacy of the events (Preuss, 2018); thus, a comprehensive understanding of long-
term perceived social impacts is critical for generating support while reducing conflicts for
hosting prospective large-scale sports events. Numerous studies pertain to intangible socio-
psychological impacts, encompassing social cohesion, community pride, social unity, and
enhancing community image. While existing studies have acknowledged the significance of
examining residents' perceived social impacts on hosting a large-scale sports event, there has
been a lack of thorough long-term analysis of legacies. This oversight is concerning, as
understanding the long-term legacies of hosting communities (e.g., residents) is vital for the
sustainable development of future events. Evaluating how residents’ perspectives and experiences
related to past event hosting can provide valuable insights for event planners and administrators. It
concerns intangible social effects such as community cohesion, civic pride, uniting people, or
improving self-esteem, and has examined the relationship between perceived social impacts and
behavioral attributes. This is mainly because they are difficult to quantify (Walton et al., 2007).
Despite this, it is often stipulated that these intangible effects could be at least comparable in scale
to the tangible impact (Noll & Zimbalist, 1997). In addition, limited research has examined how the
knowledge of the legacies may influence residents’ behavior, such as supporting future event
hosting.

Event Legacy

Previous research on the legacies of hosting sports events utilized the framework established by
Preuss (2007), which includes the five-dimensional legacy structure, such as positive/negative,
tangible/intangible, planned/unplanned, time, and space (Thomson et al., 2013). Event legacy is
often recognized as a host city's long-term or permanent outcomes from staging an event (Kim et al.,
2015; Thompson et al.,, 2013). Due to increasing social and political challenges and conflicts
surrounding hosting sports events of various sizes, public policy planners and event organizers
are actively highlighting the legacies of hosting sports events as a compelling justification for the
significant tangible and intangible investments required to host the events (Preuss, 2018). Positive
social capital and legacies mitigate potential conflicts among stakeholders so that event planners
can justify public spending on events, boosting public support for event hosting and advancing
community development through hosting sports events (Kim & Walker, 2012).

Social Impact

Social impact is “...the changes in quality of life of residents of tourist destination” based on hosting
various events (Mathieson & Wall, 1982, p. 137). Social impacts of residents toward hosting sports
events have been studied in various research contexts, such as mega-sport events (Kim & Petrick,

2005; Kim & Walker, 2012; Wu et al., 2023) and [large-scale international sports events (Carlini et al.,
2020)]; Kim et al., 2015). Residents recognize a perceived social impact following the event by
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evaluating its outcomes based on the expected benefits (Chalip, 2006). Growing attention has
been given to exploring the socio-psychological impacts derived from hosting various sports
events. Nonetheless, there is still a lack of attention on how sports event planners and
administrators can effectively create legacy outcomes, particularly positive legacies, during the
planning and design of hosting sports events (Carlini et al., 2020).

Perceived social impacts of stakeholders, such as residents, can vary by socio-
demographic characteristics, such as age, gender, level of attachment, length of residency, political
preferences, or the level of identification with the community (Inoue & Havard, 2014; Kim et al., 2015).
Residents who recognize legacies from hosting sports events indicated substantial positive legacies,
indicating support and interest in getting involved with the event. Numerous studies have identified the
legacies of hosting sports events and found that positive legacies enhance the planning of
prospective events and facility developments (e.g., Balduck et al., 2011; Inoue & Havard, 2014; Kim et
al., 2015).

Social Exchange Theory

Social exchange theory assumes that social behavior results from an exchange
process (Lawler & Thye, 1999), with the purpose of the exchange to maximize benefits (e.g.,
positive social impacts) and minimize negative impacts (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). According to
social exchange theory, when recipients receive expected benefits from the exchange process, they
feel the need to reciprocate positively (Fazal-e-Hasan et al., 2014; Hsiao et al., 2023). Common
observations were identified in the planning and evaluations of hosting sports events, where
stakeholders, the beneficiaries, recognize the benefits provided by the efforts of event
administrators and planners, the benefactors (Kim et al., 2024; Kim & Lee, 2013). Positive
outcomes from the exchange process facilitate attitudes toward satisfaction that can lead to
reciprocal behaviors, including but not limited to positive word-of-mouth and intention to support
prospective sports event hosting. Intrinsic benefits such as social affiliation and enjoyment directly
influence stakeholders’ intention to share knowledge positively (Zhao & Detlor, 2023). On the other
hand, stakeholders express negative intentions to share their knowledge on the exchange process and
contexts when anticipated benefits are not delivered fully (Kim et al., 2015).

Research Context: Formula One Korean Grand Prix

The Republic of Korea hosted a Formula 1 race from 2010 to 2013 in Yeongam-gun, Jeollanam-
do, near the southwestern area, a very rural area of the Korean peninsula (Horton, 2024). The hosting
site was not a typical tourist destination and had no infrastructure (e.g., hotels, restaurants,
etc.) to accommodate event visitors. Additionally, racing sports were not a mainstream sport that
garnered support and interest from the public, even in major cities in South Korea. The Korean
Grand Prix, hoping to vitalize the local economy and build an attractive image as a tourist
destination, built the racing track and peripheral infrastructures with public subsidies and
governmental funds. However, many issues surged immediately, including delays in the construction
of the Korea International Circuit (KIC), poor track conditions, lower attendance at 150,000,
mixed with paid and complimentary attendees compared to other F1 events, and a lack of funds
for hosting prospective events (Bulley, 2024). The event was eventually abandoned as attendance
died down, coupled with the maintenance costs that Formula 1 tracks require. The track remains
for smaller domestic and regional racing competitions, but lacks the glitz and glamour of big-ticket
events, such as the Formula 1 race. After years of controversies regarding how to revitalize the
hosting site and left-over infrastructures, the local government, in partnership with private developers,
executed a strategic development plan, including but not limited to the construction of public golf
courses, nature campsites, hosting various leisure and entertainment events (e.g., concerts, festivals,
etc.), research and development centers for electric vehicles, and driving center that can host regular
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drivers to get quality driving training.
The Purpose of the Study

Based on the preceding commentary, this study examines the relationship between
residents’ perceived legacies of hosting a large-scale sports event and the intention to support
hosting future events. Based on utilizing the social exchange theory, this study also examined a
model focusing on how residents’ knowledge of the legacies mediated the relationships between
five factors of the perceived social impacts on the future behavioral intention to support hosting
prospective large-scale sports events in the community.

2. Methodology

Participants and Data Collection

This study explored the social impacts as legacies of hosting a large-scale international sports event by
analyzing survey data from 473 residents of the Southwest Jeollanam-do area, South Korea, in
2022 (N = 473) as the region hosted the Formula One Korea Grand Prix from 2010 to 2013.
Participants, selected through convenience sampling, represented a diverse demographic profile:
53.9% male and 46.1% female, spanning generational categories from Generation Z to Baby
Boomers. The sample also encompassed a range of income and education levels, reflecting the
socio-economic diversity of the host community.

Measures

The survey instrument assessed perceptions of social impacts across multiple domains, using
scales adapted from established measures (e.g., the Perceived Social Impact Scale by Kim et al.,
2015). Items were rated on a 1-7 Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree), with higher
scores indicating more substantial agreement or greater levels of the measured construct. The
knowledge of legacy was measured as follows:

e Community Development (CD): Six items measured perceived improvements in community
image and opportunities (e.g., "Increased understanding of other cultures," "Enhanced media
visibility").

e Community Pride (CP): Five items captured the sense of local pride fostered by the event (e.g.,
"Enhanced the community pride of residents," "Reinforced community spirit").

o Economic Benefits (EB): Four items addressed perceptions of economic gains, including
business growth and improved infrastructure (e.g., "Increased trade for local businesses").

e Economic Costs (EC): Three items gauged concerns about potential financial burdens due to
event hosting (e.g., "Excessive spending on new infrastructure").

o Traffic Problems (TP): Three items assessed inconveniences related to event-induced traffic
congestion (e.g., "Resulted in traffic congestion").

In addition, the Knowledge of the Legacy (KL) was included as a mediated variable (MV) using a four-
item scale (KL1 to KL4 on a 1-5 Likert scale) to assess the awareness of legacies derived from
hosting the Formula One Korean Grand Prix and its infrastructure development (Cronbach's a = .957).
The items were conceptualized and developed based on previous research on the stakeholders’
perceived knowledge of legacies related to hosting various sports events. (Kim et al., 2015; Preuss,
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2018; Thomson, et al., 2013). The dependent variable (DV) in this study was Support for Hosting Future
Events (SPT), a construct measured through two items assessing community support for future large-
scale events (Cronbach's a = .930). Each scale demonstrated internal consistency, with Cronbach’s
alpha values exceeding .70, indicating reliable measurement.

Statistical Analysis

This study employed a GLM Mediation Analysis to examine both the indirect and direct effects of five
independent variables (IVs)—Community Development (CD), Community Pride (CP), Economic
Benefits (EB), Traffic Problems (TP), and Economic Costs (EC)—on the dependent variable, Support
for Hosting Future Events (SPT), with Knowledge of Legacy (KL) included as a mediator. This approach
provides insight into both the direct pathways (IVs — SPT) and mediated pathways (IVs — KL — SPT),
through which perceptions of social impacts influence community support.

The model is specified as follows:
1. Mediator Equation: KL = ay + @,CD + a,CP + a3EB + a,TP + asEC + €gy

2. Outcome Equation:
SPT = vy +y1KL +y,CD + y3CP + y,EB + ysTP + y6EC + €5pr
In this model,

e a coefficients estimate the effect of each independent variable on the mediator, Knowledge of
Legacy (KL), representing the indirect pathway from social impacts to support for hosting future
events.

o vy coefficients estimate the direct impact of each independent variable on the dependent variable
(SPT), accounting for the influence of KL.

e y 1specifically captures the mediating role of Knowledge of Legacy (KL) on SPT, illustrating how
increased awareness and positive perceptions of the event may translate the effects of social
impacts into stronger support for future events.

The GLM Mediation Analysis procedure was used to calculate indirect and direct effects, with
statistical significance assessed at p < .05. This analysis framework allows for a comprehensive
understanding of the mediated and direct pathways influencing support for future events.

3. Results

The sample included 473 participants, with a nearly balanced gender distribution (53.9% male, 46.1%
female). Generational representation spanned from Baby Boomers (23.7%) to Generation
Z (25.2%). Most participants were full-time employed (49.1%) or students (18.2%), and 32.6% held
a college degree. This study adopted the classifications of the generations by Twenge (2023),
which consists of six generations: Silents (born  1925-1945), Boomers (1946-1964),
Generation X (1965-1979), Millennials (1980-1994), Generation Z (1995-2012), and Polars
(2013-2029). Income levels predominantly ranged between 1 million and 3 million won (52.6%),
and 60% of participants reported residing in the area for over 10 years, reflecting strong community
ties.
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Table 1.

Descriptive Statistics of Dependent and Independent Variables (N = 473)

Variable Label N Mean SD
Support for Hosting Future Events SPT 473 570 133
Community Development CD 473 5.01 .70
Community Pride CcP 473 4.42 .81
Economic Benefits EB 473 4.35 .99
Traffic Problems TP 473 4.45 1.12
Economic Costs EC 473 5.00 .88
Knowledge of Legacy KL 473 4.09 .98

Descriptive Statistics

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for the main survey variables. Overall, participants expressed
moderate to high agreement with positive community impacts, including favorable perceptions of
Community Development (M = 5.01, SD = .70) and Economic Benefits (M = 4.35, SD = .99).
Moderate concerns were raised regarding Economic Costs (M = 5.00, SD = .88) and Traffic
Problems (M = 4.45, SD = 1.12). Knowledge of Legacy showed moderate awareness (M = 4.09, SD
=.98), while strong community support was indicated for future events (M = 5.70, SD = 1.33).

In addition to examining the relationships among perceived social impacts, knowledge of legacy, and
support for future event hosting, this study utilized generational clusters to analyze group differences
in attitude toward legacies and their likelihood of supporting future large-scale sport tourism event
initiatives. Table 2 summarizes these descriptive statistics by generation, highlighting some
generational trends. Notably, Generation Z exhibited the highest mean support for hosting future
events (M = 6.12, SD = 1.13), potentially reflecting different social or cultural perspectives compared
to older generations.

55



Journal of Contemporary Issues in Sport, Vol. 1, No. 1 | June 2025

Table 2

Descriptive Statistics by Generation for Dépendent and Indepen'dent Variables

Variable Generation N Mean
Support for Hosting Future Events Boomers 112 5.43 1.36
Generation X 105 5.37 1.66
Millennials 137 5.82 1.05
Generation Z 119 6.12 1.13
Community Development Boomers 112 4.87 0.72
Generation X 105 4.98 0.77
Millennials 137 4.87 0.65
Generation Z 119 5.32 0.59
Community Pride Boomers 112 4.36 0.77
Generation X 105 4.43 0.90
Millennials 137 4.25 0.74
Generation Z 119 4.68 0.79
Economic Benefits Boomers 112 4.07 1.11
Generation X 105 4.31 1.07
Millennials 137 4.21 0.89
Generation Z 119 4.80 0.75
Traffic Problem Boomers 112 4.11 1.18
Generation X 105 4.48 1.19
Millennials 137 4.44 1.04
Generation Z 119 4.75 1.00
Economic Costs Boomers 112 4.95 0.89
Generation X 105 5.07 0.95
Millennials 137 4.98 0.87
Generation Z 119 5.01 0.83
Knowledge of Legacy Boomers 112 3.94 1.10
Generation X 105 3.95 1.07
Millennials 137 4.1 0.87
Generation Z 119 4.33 0.86

As we found an interesting result of the generational differences in all three variables, generational
effects were assessed using a regression analysis with Boomers as the reference group. Results
showed that Generation Z demonstrated significantly greater support than Boomers (8 = .238, p < .05),
while Millennials and Generation X displayed an insignificant trend (p > .05). These findings indicate
that younger generations, particularly Generation Z, are more inclined to support future events,
possibly reflecting distinct social or cultural views on the event's impact.
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Table 3

Generalized Linear Model Results

Independent Variable Support Future Events (B)

Intercept 1.20 **
Community Development (CD) .16 *
Community Pride (CP) -15 *
Economic Benefits (EB) .00
Traffic Problems (TP) .00
Economic Costs (EC) -.03
Knowledge of Legacy (KL) 1.08 **
Generation (ref = Boomers)

Generation X (Gen X) -.09

Millennials (Mil) .18

Generation Z (Gen 2) 24

R2 .678

Note. * p < .05 and ** p <.001

Generalized Linear Models (GLM) Mediation Analysis

The mediation model results, presented in Table 4, include both direct and indirect effects, providing
insights into how perceptions of social impacts are associated with support for future events:

1. Indirect Effects: Knowledge of Legacy served as a significant mediator for the effects of Traffic
Problems (a, -y, =.121, p < .05) and Economic Costs (a5*y; =-.185, p <.05) on Support for
Hosting Future Events. These findings indicate that the awareness and legacy of the event can
either enhance or diminish support, depending on specific social impact factors.

2. Direct Effects: Community Development (y, = .174, p < .05) and Community Pride (y; = -.160,
p < .05) had significant direct effects on Support for Hosting Future Events. While Community
Development positively influenced support, Community Pride showed a negative association,
suggesting a complex relationship with future support motivations.

3. Total Effects: The combined direct and indirect effects underscore the role of Knowledge of
Legacy (KN) in mediating the relationship between social impact perceptions and support for
future events. Specifically, Community Development (e, - y;+ v, = .234, p < .05), Community
Pride (a,-y,+ v5 = -.192, p < .05), Traffic Problem (a,-y,+ ys = .136, p < .05), and Economic
Cost (as- y1+ v = -.223, p < .05) showed significant total effects on support for future events.
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Table 4.

GLM Mediation Analysis: Direct, Indirect, and Total Effects on SPT

Effect Type Path Estimate SE
Direct Effects CD — SPT A7 .07
CP — SPT -16 ** .05
EB — SPT .02 .05
TP — SPT .02 .03
EC — SPT -.04 .04
Indirect Effects CD — KL — SPT .06 .09
CP — KL — SPT -.03 .08
EB — KL — SPT -.10 .06
TP — KL — SPT A2 .05
EC — KL — SPT -18 ** .06
Total Effects CD — SPT 23 * 1
CP — SPT -19 * .09
EB — SPT -.08 .08
TP — SPT A4 0+ .06
EC — SPT =22 ** .07

Note. * p < .05, ** p <.01

The GLM Mediation Analysis indicates that Knowledge of Legacy (KL) significantly mediates
the relationship between perceived social impacts and residents’ support for future events. This
mediation suggests that increased awareness of the legacies and positive perceptions of the event
enhances the long-term translation of perceived social impacts into community support.

4. Discussion

In the dynamic landscape of the sport industry, substantial studies have focused on analyzing
the impact of hosting large-scale sports events on local communities (Kim et al., 2006; Kim et al,
2015). Studies have examined both the tangible and intangible impacts, such as the influx of visitors
(Gulak-Lipka, 2024; Knott & Tinaz, 2022), infrastructural development (Burbank et al., 2002; Waitt,
2003), and the development of sports facilities (Kim et al., 2024; Sparvero et al., 2015) that result
from hosting various sports events. Although there has been more focus on examining legacy as a
justification for political and socio-economic reasons in planning sports events, there is limited
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research on how knowledge of legacies influences behavioral attributes, particularly how the perceived
legacy of events shapes residents' future support and engagement. The findings of this study
provide comprehensive insights to answer the multifaceted relationships among perceived legacy,
knowledge of the legacy, and behavioral intention associated with hosting large-scale sports events.

Legacy in Action

Overall, participants indicated positive social impacts, including a moderately positive perception of
Community Development (M = 5.01, SD = .70) and a moderate attitude toward a negative social impact
factor: Economic Costs (M = 5.00, SD = .88). Knowledge of Legacy showed an adequate level
of awareness (M = 4.09, SD = .98), while strong community support for future events (M = 5.70,
SD = 1.33) was identified. These findings are consistent with the previous research. There were
statistically significant results on generational perceptions of the perceived social impacts,
knowledge of legacy, and support for hosting future events. Interestingly, Generation Z indicated the
highest attitudes toward support for hosting future events, a positive social impact factor:
community development and knowledge of legacy. Understanding these generational differences can
help event planners tailor their strategies to better engage and motivate younger audiences, who
are more inclined to support initiatives that enhance quality of life and community growth. This
outcome provides valuable insights for event planners: younger generations emphasize the quality of
life through community development with a higher understanding of the event legacies regarding
support for future event hosting.

According to Wu et al. (2023), when residents appraise social camaraderie and the perceived social
impacts as credible, they form positive attitudes toward the events. However, the current study
found that Community Pride, despite being a positive social impact factor, negatively influenced the
intention to support future event hosting, whereas Community Development had a positive
influence. This suggests that while fostering a sense of pride might not directly translate to future
support, focusing on tangible community improvements is more effective in encouraging continued
engagement. Many studies found positive intangible social impacts, including civic pride, improving
self-esteem, and a sense of belonging through hosting sports events (Coghlan et al., 2017;
Crompton, 2004; Groothuis & Rotthoff, 2016; Kim & Walker, 2012). However, the current study
reveals critical insights for event planners and administrators that they may consider less promoting
community and civic pride through the events, as residents do not buy into this as a vital factor to
support hosting future events. However, they should deliberately execute public relations strategies to
disseminate information on how the event enhances community development and quality of life to
garner more stakeholder support.

Regarding the indirect effects, knowledge of residents' legacies from previous event hosting has been
identified as a critical mediator between negative social impacts and support for hosting future events.
When residents understand the legacies from past events, they are more likely to view negative social
impacts, like economic costs or traffic issues, in a positive light. This increased awareness reduces
concerns and fosters greater support for future events. The study also shows that a
clear understanding of event legacies can directly influence residents' future behavioral
intentions by mitigating concerns about economic costs and highlighting potential community
benefits (Groothuis & Rotthoff, 2016; Kim & Petrick, 2005).

Lastly, Knowledge of Legacy was confirmed as a critical mediator influencing the effects of
social impacts, including positive effects from Community Development and Traffic Problems, and
negative effects from Community Pride and Economic Costs. The outcomes of this study can serve
as positive motivators for prospective hosts to establish the planning process by providing a clear
and justifiable rationale for cultivating positive social impacts while reducing negative social
impacts from hosting large-scale sports events. Planning for large-scale sports events, along with the
accompanying political rhetoric, typically includes promises of enhancing community development,
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fostering community pride, and providing economic benefits while mitigating economic concerns,
traffic issues, and environmental challenges for host business communities in both the short and long
term (Carlini et al., 2020; Zawadki, 2022). For example, the 2012 London Olympics successfully fulfilled
these promises by creating lasting community infrastructure, boosting local pride, and providing
significant economic uplift, which positively impacted both local businesses and residents (Smith, 2014).

Practical Implications

According to Matsuoka et al. (2024), various factors such as enhancement of
external image, community consolidation and pride, and an interest in sports perceived by hosting
the Winter Games positively influence improving attitudes toward hosting another mega-sports event.
This study revealed that awareness of legacies from past events significantly mediates the
relationship between perceived social impacts and community support for hosting future large-
scale sports events. In particular, Knowledge of Legacy [reduces the negative perception] of
economic costs associated with the future support of hosting large-scale sports events. On the other
hand, community development is crucial in directly enhancing support for hosting future events.

The findings of this study can be used to develop effective public relations strategies. To ensure
the awareness of legacies garnered from hosting large-scale sports events, event planners
and administrators should consider emphasizing the benefits of community development and
image enhancement through hosting large-scale sports events. For instance, although not all
outcomes from planned initiatives were successful concerning the Formula One Korean Grand
Prix, some leisure-related initiatives have garnered residents' support while drawing visitors to the
community. The vacant area near KIC was transformed into a links-style public golf course where
golfers can play without caddies and drive on the fairway, which is rare in South Korea. The lower
green fees and scenic views have received positive feedback from visitors and residents,
particularly younger generations (e.g., Generation Z and Millennials). Newly developed diverse
leisure activities, such as small-scale sports events (e.g., F1 Marathon), concerts, camping festivals,
and theme parks (e.g., Yeongam Motopia), have contributed to generating a more vibrant
atmosphere in the community that raises the hope for future development (Han, 2024; Lee, 2024).
In addition, the collective initiative of the SolaSeaDo project by three different neighborhood
counties has added more resources to the area development and revitalization plans to attract not
only tourists to the community but also to enhance the quality of life for residents, particularly
younger generations (e.g., Millennials and Generation Z), so that the region can retain younger
populations in the area (Lee, 2024; SolaSeaDo, 2020).

Hosting large-scale sports events inevitably results in excessive spending on facilities and infrastructure
development, eliciting economic concerns among residents (Deccio & Baloglu, 2002). This might
be attributed to residents' lack of involvement in decision-making and fewer opportunities to
learn comprehensive event strategies for hosting large-scale sports events and related facility
development (Delamere et al., 2001; Kim et al., 2024). Event planners should develop an
ecosystem to equip effective communication channels for enhancing residents’ engagement in the
decision-making process throughout the hosting events (Delamere et al., 2001; Orr & Inoue, 2019).
Addressing concerns about economic costs while improving residents’ understanding of positive
legacies through public relations strategies is critical to cultivating more significant support for future
events.

Limitations and Future Research

This study contributes critically to the literature and practice in sport management and related
fields. Specifically, it enhances understanding of perceived legacies and their recognition among
residents regarding hosting large-scale sports events and faculty development. However, this study
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contains a few limitations. First, the current study measured gross legacies, including direct and
alternative developmental projects of the Formula One Korean Grand Prix. We believe the results
might be different if we measured the net legacies. Second, the scale to measure the perceived
social impacts and understanding of legacies would need to add more variables, as the path
model explained 64.8% of variance to predict the support for future sports events hosting; thus,
the applicability of the results may be limited.

For future research suggestions, the current study examined the complex nature of the mediating
effects of understanding legacies by residents. Thus, developing a valid scale to measure the
longitudinal legacies would contribute to sport management and related fields. Lastly, evaluating
different contexts, including but not limited to mega-sport events, community sports events,
facility = development, and franchise relocations, would be meaningful  to
offer comprehensive managerial insights for sport administrators by fostering a
better understanding of residents’ attitudes toward legacies from hosting sports events.
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