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Abstract: Small-scale sports events are a good strategy for communities seeking to attract visitors
and are one of the major attractions of sustainable sports tourism. The aim of this study to determine
which factors influence the future intentions of the tourist involved in small-scale sports events.
The sample was composed of 236 subjects who participated in a half-marathon in Spain. The results of
the Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) provide support for
the applicability of the tourists’ perception questionnaire in the context of sports events. The results
of both validity (convergent and discriminant) and reliability (internal consistency) analyses were
satisfactory. The results indicated that this scale had 18 items distributed in six factors (communication,
staff, electronic wordofmouth, destination image, satisfaction and future intentions). The proposal
model revealed that satisfaction is a mediated factor between staff and destination image with future
intentions of repeating the event. Electronic word of mouth and satisfaction were influencing factors
that predicted the tourists’ future intentions. This finding suggests that this questionnaire can be
a useful tool in measuring tourist perception on a small-scale sports events scale, allowing a better
understanding of the reasons that lead a tourist to select a certain destination and sports event.

Keywords: SEM; CFA; tourism perception; sustainable tourism; non-mega event

1. Introduction

In recent years, the number of trips to attend leisure and entertainment events, especially sports
events, has increased. Tourism has evolved constantly to become a mass phenomenon, being one
of the largest sectors worldwide [1], as it has a great impact on the economy of different countries.
Attendance at sports events is one of the main options for occupying the population’s free time and
leisure [2]. An increasing percentage of the population takes advantage of sports to plan two or
three short holidays instead of long sun and beach holidays [3].

The World Travel and Tourism Council (WTTC) estimated, in 2017, a total of 1326 million tourists
who made at least one trip around the world. Spain is a country where tourism represents 14.3% of the
GDP [4], being the second country with the highest number of tourist arrivals in 2018, with 83.7 million
visitors [5]. Sports events are associated with the tourism-sports binomial, due to the high number
of people who tend to travel outside their usual residence to attend a sports event and, in addition,
be able to perform other activities such as cultural visits, going to restaurants, or other leisure activities
in the municipality [6].
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The sports events sector had a turnover of around €4 billion in 2019, representing an increase
of 30.6% compared to five years ago, and the number of participants in foot races increased by 20%
from 2014 to 2018 [7]. The National Institute of Statistics [8], through the tourist expenditure survey
(EGATUR), states that in 2019 in Spain the average daily expenditure of the national sports tourist was
88.96 euros with an average trip duration of 2.86 days, while the international sports tourist who comes
to Spain has a daily expenditure of 155 euros with an average trip duration of 6.11 days. Therefore,
both public administrations and private enterprises organising events should consider these data to
organise sports events, carrying out impact evaluation studies that allow more effectively knowing the
aspects that are more attractive to tourists in order to improve and make the events better, and attract a
greater number of people through the development of appropriate strategies.

Sports tourism, taking advantage of these changes, in trends has become one of the most demanded
alternatives during the 21st century [9], growing rapidly throughout the world [10,11]. Two types of
behaviour can be identified in sports tourists: on the one hand, tourists who engage in active sports
tourism, going to participate in an activity or event; on the other hand, those tourists who engage
in passive sports tourism, attending as simple spectators [12,13]. Therefore, when analysing sports
tourism it is important to know the main motivation for the trip, since two people attending the same
activity may have different objectives. Sports events are a sporting activity that encompasses these
two types of behaviour.

Delpy [14] defined sports events as “those sports activities or competitions capable of attracting
a considerable number of visitors for the purpose of participating or attending as spectators” (p. 8),
with the sports activity itself being the main motivation for tourists to travel [15]. Wilson [16], based on
the classification of sporting events proposed by Gratton, Dobson, and Shibli [17] includes small-scale
events, defining them as those events in which the number of participants usually outnumbers
spectators, are held recurrently each year, do not receive much attention from the national media and
have a limited economic activity. The experience at a sports event can vary between active and passive
sports tourists because of the difference in the type of event, the venue or the people involved [18].
Active sports tourists are those who are associated with sports participation, mainly during the holiday
period, such as sports events or outdoor sports activities, while passive sports tourists refer to the
presence of the individual as a spectator at sports events or leagues [19].

Based on this type of experience, Hallman, Kaplanidou, and Breuer [20] found differences between
active and passive sports tourists, also according to the type of destination. These authors observed
that active sports tourists focus more on the relationship of organisational, emotional and physical
images. In contrast, passive sports tourists centre more on relationships associated with social and
historical images. In this way, sports events are an effective marketing resource to make a community
visible, being able to enhance the tourist attractiveness and its image, and thus contribute to stimulating
the economic growth of the host community [16,21]. Public and private organisations have realised
that sports tourism is a potential market in continuous growth, so the organisation of these sports
events is being used by the tourism sector [22].

Despite the tourism potential of sports events, the viability and sustainability of mega sports
events such as the Olympic Games have been questioned due to the high economic and material
resources or the expense of building facilities that are not subsequently used [23]. However, sports
tourism at small-scale events makes it possible to generate more stable flows of visitors who come
to the event every year, adapting to the community, usually using an existing infrastructure and not
requiring a large public investment [24].

Sustainable tourism can be understood as covering the different forms of tourism that are
compatible with and contribute to sustainable development [25]. Tourism is present in the goals of
sustainable development objectives No. 8 “Decent work and economic growth”, No. 12 “Responsible
consumption and production”, and No. 14 “Life bellow water” [26]. Gibson et al. state that a portfolio
in a small tourism event is compatible and can contribute to the economic, social and environmental
pillars of sustainable tourism [23]. Research on sustainable tourism has generated a great deal of
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attention in recent years, with the emergence of numerous studies that attempt to look at the most
important aspects of sports events for sustainability [27].

Given the potential of small-scale sports event tourism and the benefits it can bring to the host
city, it is necessary to evaluate the impact that these sports events have on the venue of the event [28].
Different instruments can be found in the current literature that try to measure different dimensions
of sports event tourism [29–35]. However, when analysing these instruments, most of them are
ah-hoc questionnaires, designed for the specific event, and they focus on measuring only two or three
dimensions, and no complete questionnaire can be found that evaluates sports tourism in Spanish.
This study contributes to the literature on the understanding of sports tourist behaviour, which is
relevant due to the evolution of the business of sports events and trends in Spain that lead to a significant
increase in the number of events and participation. Therefore, the aim of this study is to determine
which factors influence the future intentions of the tourist involved in small-scale sports events.

1.1. Literature Review

Different authors propose theories that try to explain the behaviour of the sports tourist [36–39].
The Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) is a theoretical model proposed by Ajzen [40] derived from
the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) within the field of social psychology [41]. The TPB suggests
that people act according to their intentions and perceptions of control over their behaviour [42].
The TPB considers volitional dimensions as non-volitional to explain the decision-making process
and individuals’ own behaviour [43]. Ajzen [41] bases the volitional aspect on concepts such as
beliefs, attitudes or norms, while the non-volitional aspects focus on the control of perceived behaviour.
The TPB has been successfully and effectively applied in the hospitality and tourism field [42,44,45].

Another theory is the Stimulus-Organism-Response (S-O-R) Model set out by Mehrabian and
Russell [39]. These authors propose that the sensory variables of the environment, the level of
uncertainty generated in the environment and the differences that exist between individuals in their
emotional experience are all aspects that influence emotional responses to the environment itself.
The S-O-R model is based on the exposure of individuals to an objective, social or psychological
stimulus, “S”, creating a cognitive or emotional state within individuals, “O”, and driving them to
seek or avoid certain experiences, “R” [39]. Viera [46] argues that the S-O-R paradigm attempts to
explain and present evidence on how environmental signals such as music, crowding and lighting,
among others, affect individuals’ internal states and their external responses. In the case of this study,
the perceived quality of the event or the destination image are the stimuli that motivate the individual
to participate in the event, the participant’s satisfaction with the quality of the event, and the destination
image refers to the organism, and the organism itself will mediate the effect of the stimuli on the
individual’s response to his or her behavioural intention to return to the event or location. This theory
has been previously applied in the sporting context both in sporting events and in models related to
the quality of service in outdoor sporting events [47,48].

1.1.1. Perceived Quality

Individuals use their previous experiences to compare how well the organisation of the sports
event meets their needs [49–51]. The quality of a sports event is constituted by the personal reactions
and feelings that tourists perceive when participating in a sports event [31]. Grönroos [52] defines
perceived service quality (PSQ) as “the result of a comparison between the perceived service and
the expected service, where the client compares his expectations with his perception of the service
received” (p. 38). Perceived quality is the customer’s impression of a service provider and its services
and reflects the general attitude towards the company [53,54].

From the tourist’s point of view, communication (COM) and staff relations (STF) are key elements
to be taken into account in any sports and tourism service [10,32,55–57]. Communication is an essential
aspect of the event’s strategic plan for the promotion and dissemination of the sports event in order
to reach a wide range of stakeholders and attract the public [56,58–61]. The staff, formed by the
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organisation’s employees and volunteers, is also an essential aspect when developing any service [49],
so much so that human capital plays a major role in the future decision to repeat the experience and
achieve success for the organisation [10,62]. Perceived quality is a factor that significantly influences
consumer opinion [63], satisfaction [64,65] and the future intentions of sports tourists [10,57,66,67].

Hypothesis 1 (H1). The staff factor has a positive and significant influence on Communication.

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Staff has a positive and significant influence on electronic Worth of Mouth.

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Staff has a positive and significant influence on the Destination Image.

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Staff has a positive and significant influence on Satisfaction.

Hypothesis 5 (H5). Communication has a positive and significant influence on electronic Worth of Mouth.

Hypothesis 6 (H6). Communication has a positive and significant influence on the Destination Image.

Hypothesis 7 (H7). Communication has a positive and significant influence on Satisfaction.

1.1.2. Electronic Word of Mouth

With the development of new technologies, new forms of online communication have appeared,
where tourists share opinions and experiences through chats, blogs, social networks (SNS),
even specialised forums. Therefore, the tourism industry is strongly affected by the well-known
electronic WOM (eWOM) generated by the Internet and the SNS [68]. eWOM [69] can be defined as
“any positive or negative opinion made by current, potential or past consumers about a product or a
company, which is accessible to a multitude of people and organisations through the Internet” (p. 39).
WOM plays a very important role in the daily life of any person, especially in the tourism industry [70].

Some authors consider eWOM as the main way by which tourists obtain information about the
quality of products and services in their travels [71], being a source of profitability for the organisers of
sports events to share the positive word of mouth of the destination and the event. Various studies
have found evidence that eWOM is an influential factor in decisionmaking regarding the choice of
a destination [72–74] and in the tourist’s behaviour or attitudes [30,75], and is also related to the
destination image [76] and future intentions [30,77].

Hypothesis 8 (H8). eWOM has a positive and significant influence on Destination Image.

Hypothesis 9 (H9). eWOM has a positive and significant influence on Satisfaction.

Hypothesis 10 (H10). eWOM has a positive and significant influence on Future Intentions.

1.1.3. Destination Image

Destination image (DIM) is considered one of the factors that can influence tourists’ decisions to
choose a holiday option [78–80]. Crompton [81] (p. 18) defines DIM as “the sum of beliefs, ideas and
impressions a person has of a destination”. DIM can also be considered to be a mental representation
of a destination [82,83]. The image of a tourist destination is a subjective concept, as it is conceived as
an internalisation of perceptions [84] that can change even depending on the popularity of sport in
the country [85]. Macinnis and Price [86] highlight the importance of DIM and its link to planning
and management, even before the visit, with previous image. Sports events have a great impact on
DIM, being able to create a favourable opinion on the place and event [87–89]. DIM has been studied
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by several authors as an indicator of future behavioural intentions in sports events [32,57,79,80,90],
winter sports destinations [91], and tourists visiting information centers or sun and beach tourism
regions [76,92,93].

Hypothesis 11 (H11). Destination Image has a positive and significant influence on Satisfaction.

1.1.4. Satisfaction

Satisfaction (SAT) is a construct that is formed based on the individual’s assessment of the
characteristics and expectations of the event [94]. The importance of a sports tourist’s satisfaction
resides in the creation of a connection that causes him/her to return to the destination. Customer
satisfaction is recognised as a key construct for managers and researchers interested in service
relationships [49].

Satisfaction can be defined as “the affective, cognitive and behavioural evaluation both at the
time of consumption of a product or service, and in the period before and after” [95]. Bodet and
Bernache-Assollant [96] state that satisfaction assessment can be limited in time, for example, to a
specific sports season, or can be unlimited. Maccinis and Price [86] explain that during the visit a
tourist, taking into account the image of the destination, can add value to the event and increase its
satisfaction. Satisfaction can be different in each individual, due to the dissimilitude and the reason for
attending the event. Therefore, organisers must recognise and understand this distinction in order to
improve their marketing and positioning strategy for the event [97]. Some studies have found that the
image of the destination directly influences satisfaction [67,92], and future intentions [35,94,98,99].

Hypothesis 12 (H12). Satisfaction has a positive and significant influence on Future Intentions.

1.1.5. Future Intentions

Future intentions (FI) are for the tourist/traveller to revisit the destination in the future, as well as
to recommend it to others [90]. In sports tourism, success is achieved when tourists intend to return to
both the sport event and the destination. Therefore, understanding future intentions is a key research
topic that is being analysed extensively within the sports tourism sector with a view to identifying the
most important aspects for tourists. Numerous studies focus on analysing the main predictors of future
intentions, the last factor of a model commonly used in the field of event management. Researchers in
the area are looking for the relationship between this factor and PQ [32,57,64,66,98,100], DIM, eWOM
and satisfaction [35,86,101–103]. Figure 1 shows the path diagram of the proposal model.
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2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Sample

The event evaluated was the 20th Half Marathon of 2017 in Santoña (Cantabria, Spain), a seaside
town in the north of Spain. The sample was composed of a total of 236 active tourists of a total
population of 1156, representing 20.4% of the total number of non-local registrants. 78.4% were male
(n = 185) and 21.6% female (n = 51), with an average age of 42.3 ± 8.2 years. Table 1 shows the
descriptive statistics of the sample. In general, the Spanish tourists who participated came from more
than ten different regions. A total of 37.3% had a university education level (37.3%), an active work
occupation (89.4%) and were married or living with a partner (73.7%). About 23.0% of the participants
were attending the event for the first time.

Table 1. Descriptive of socio-demographic variables of sample.

Variables N %

Education level
High School 22 9.3
Senior High School/Professional Education 89 37.7
Graduate 88 37.3
Post-graduate 37 15.7
Occupation
Employed or Self-employed 211 89.4
Student 4 1.7
Unemployed 9 3.8
Retired/Pensioner 5 2.1
Homemaker 7 3.0
Marital status
Single 48 20.3
Married or cohabiting 174 73.7
Separated and/or divorced 13 5.6
Widowed 1 0.4

2.2. Instrument

The questionnaire used was developed by Vegara-Ferri et al. [67] and consisted of 18 items
distributed in six factors: (i) Communication measures the related perceived quality of information
transmitted from the event if it is adequate, reliable and easy to locate; (ii) Staff evaluates the perceived
quality of the level of competence, friendliness and effort of the human resources related to the event;
(iii) eWOM emphasises the influence of existing information on the Internet when choosing the event
and the location as a destination; (iv) Destination image addresses aspects of leisure and entertainment
in the locality, tourist areas and the quality-price ratio of the place; (v) Satisfaction shows the degree of
enjoyment, fun and sensations related to the event and the locality; and (vi) Future intentions measures
the intention of tourists to return in the next few years and/or to recommend attending this event or
place to their friends or family. The final structure of the instrument was composed of 18 items divided
into six factors, evaluated by a 7-point Likert scale (1 “Strongly Disagree”—7 “Strongly Agree”).

2.3. Procedure

The procedure carried out was to establish contact with the event’s organising staff through e-mail,
a letter of introduction and the survey to be done being sent. Once a positive response was obtained
from the event’s organisers, the survey was prepared online using the “Surveys” tool developed by
the University of Murcia. In order to comply with the data protection legislation, the online survey
was sent to the organisers, who sent the link to access the survey to the participants’ e-mails, together
with an introductory header. The survey was sent to the e-mails of the participants who were not
resident in the city of the event, using the lists that the organisers of the sports event had when they
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registered for the event, and the acceptance of the conditions that allowed the participants to provide
their personal data to a third party for this purpose. The survey was open from the conclusion of the
event until two weeks after the end of the sporting event, during which time the participants could
voluntarily access the online survey and complete it anonymously. The data was recorded in an Excel
sheet, preventing possible recording errors or omission of responses because the system did not allow
the submission of the survey unless all the items were answered. This research was approved by the
Bioethics Committee of the University of Murcia (ID: 2492/2019).

2.4. Data Analysis

The EFA was used to verify the latent factors of the set of items using the SPSS v.22.0 statistical
programme (IBM, Armonk, NY, USA). The CFA was then applied to verify the underlying factor
structure derived from the EFA using the SPSS AMOS v22.0 statistical programme (IBM, Armonk, NY,
USA) and a structural equation model (SEM) analysis. Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis of
the different items and C-α index were calculated. Composite reliability (CR) and Average Variance
Extracted (AVE) were estimated to ensure reliability through the results of the CFA following the
indications of Hair, Black, Balin, and Anderson [104]. SEM analysis was used to test the hypothesis by
examining the possible direct and indirect relationships between the factors in the proposed conceptual
model. In order to carry out the analyses, the two-step process set out by Anderson and Gerbing [105]
was followed. The first step consisted of the process of validating the questionnaire and the second
step was to analyse the possible relationships.

Finally, to measure the scale’s fit, this study evaluated the model using chi-square statistics,
the chi-square ratio and the degrees of freedom (χ2/df), the comparative fit index (CFI),
the non-normalised fit index (NNFI), the incremental fit index (IFI), the Tucker-Lewis index,
the parsimonious normalised fit index (PNFI), the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA),
and the root mean square residue (RMR). Bollen [106] states that χ2/df ratios having values between
2.0 and 3.0 are considered a suitable fit, as are values even up to 0.5. Values of the TLI, NNFI and IFI
above 0.90 [107], values of the CFI above 0.95 and the NNFI above 0.6 [108], and values of the RMSEA
and the RMR below 0.08 would indicate an acceptable model fit [109].

3. Results

3.1. Descriptive Results

The descriptive results of the variables and their items (Table 2) indicated that the sports tourists
generally had a good perception of the locality, emphasising high scores in FI (M = 6.45 ± 0.9) and
the SAT (M = 6.38 ± 0.7). STF was also valued above six points (M = 6.05 ± 0.9), COM and DIM
quality obtained the same valuation with 5.84 points, while eWOM was the factor with the lowest
score (M = 4.03 ± 1.2).
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Table 2. Descriptive of factors and results of EFA.

Items M S.D. Factor Loading Communalities

Perceived Quality—Communication (eigenvalue: 1.02; %variance: 4.13; C-α: 0.827) 5.84 0.8
Item 1. The organisation of the event provided me with a reliable, consistent and
dependent service. 5.82 1.0 0.607 0.535

Item 2. I had updated information about the event/participants/teams. 5.90 0.9 0.912 0.867
Item 3. The information about this event was easy to get. 5.80 1.2 0.766 0.609
Quality Perceived—Staff (eigenvalue: 3.15; %variance: 13.71; C-α: 0.947) 6.05 0.9
Item 4. The event staff and volunteers were competent. 6.08 1.2 0.868 0.879
Item 5. Staff behaviour was pleasant. 6.18 1.0 0.945 0.999
Item 6. The staff linked to the event made an effort to understand my needs and
helped me with the questions I asked. 5.91 1.2 0.804 0.741

Electronic Word of Mouth (eigenvalue: 8.62; %variance: 37.48; C-α: 0.929) 4.03 1.2
Item 7. Advertising of this event online was the key to choose this destination. 4.38 1.6 0.946 0.911
Item 8. I consulted and valued the comments and opinions I have read online when
it came to choosing this destination. 4.19 1.7 0.971 0.961

Item 9. Reading negative comments on the internet influences my decision to attend
the event. 3.72 1.9 0.687 0.488

Item 10. I search or I will search for publications by other attendees of this event on
social networks. 3.81 1.8 0.882 0.796

Destination Image (eigenvalue: 1.74; %variance: 7.57; C-α: 0.875) 5.84 1.0
Item 11. There are good opportunities to enjoy free time and entertainment in
the destination. 5.57 1.4 0.765 0.730

Item 12. The destination offers interesting places to visit. 6.06 1.0 0.834 0.850
Item 13. As a tourist destination, the place offers good value for money. 5.87 1.0 0.617 0.564
Satisfaction (eigenvalue: 2.02; %variance: 8.77; C-α: 0.869) 6.38 0.7
Item 14. I am having a good time attending this event. 6.30 1.1 0.872 0.856
Item 15. I really enjoy attending sports events. 6.44 0.7 0.829 0.732
Item 16. I think having free time and fun are important when it comes to choosing
a destination. 6.41 0.8 0.618 0.632

Future Intentions (eigenvalue: 1.46; %variance: 6.35; C-α: 0.835) 6.45 0.9
Item 17. I am going to recommend this destination to my friends and relatives. 6.42 1.1 0.798 0.868
Item 18. If I had the opportunity to attend a similar sports event, I would repeat
the experience. 6.47 1.0 0.661 0.620

3.2. Exploratory Factor Analysis

The EFA results (Table 2) showed that the KMO index had an acceptable value of 0.867,
while Bartlett’s Sphericity test was significant (χ2 = 4423.92(253); p ≤ 0.000). The communalities of
all the items obtained adequate values above 0.4 [110]. Regarding the explained variance, it was
observed that the items of the scale explained 78.02% of the variance with a solution of six factors,
37.48% belonged to the eWOM, 13.71% to STF, 8.8% to SAT, 7.57% to DIN, 6.37% to FI and 4.13%
to the COM factor. The internal structure of the items in the scale showed high factorial weights,
ranging from a minimum of 0.607 in item 1 to a maximum of 0.946 in item 7, with values above
0.60 considered representative. The internal consistency of each factor in the scale was evaluated by
estimating Cronbach’s reliability alpha. According to the criterion of a C-α index equal to or greater
than 0.70 [111], the internal consistency was acceptable for all the factors in this scale, with Cronbach’s
alphas between 0.827 of COM and 0.975 of DIM.

3.3. Confirmatory Factor Analysis

The CFA was used to examine the extent to which the six latent factors extracted from EFAs could
be validly replicated. The model was tested using the maximum likelihood parameter estimation
method. The results of the CFA showed that the model was adjusted appropriately (χ2 = 242.137,
df = 118, p ≤ 0.001). Kline [107] also recommends the standardised chi-square (χ2/df ) as a measure
of fit. A value of 2.052 was obtained, meeting the ideal range between 2.0 and 3.0 proposed by
Bollen [106]. The CFI index showed a value of 0.963 while the PNFI had a value of 0.718, meeting
the minimum values indicated by Hu and Bentler [108]. The NFI, IFI and TLI values also had an
acceptable adjustment with all the values being above 0.90 [107]; NFI = 0.931; IFI = 0.964; TLI = 0.952).
The other adjustment indices used were the RMSEA, which had a value of 0.067, and the RMR, with a
value of 0.053, with indices below 0.08 being acceptable [109].
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As shown in Table 3, the factorial loads of all the items adequately reproduce the initial structure,
all complying with the minimum recommended values (>0.5), with a minimum factorial load of 0.663
of item 9 of the eWOM factor and a maximum load of 0.982 of the STF factor. Secondly, for convergent
validity the CR and AVE indices were also calculated, with adequate CR values above 0.70 and 0.50 in
the AVE [104]. The CR values ranged from 0.84 to 0.95, while the AVE values were between 0.65 and
0.87, all of which were higher than the scale’s minimum values and demonstrated adequate convergent
validity. Discriminant validity was also determined following the advice of Fornell and Larcker [112],
who suggested that the AVE of each factor should be greater than the squared correlation between that
factor and any other. Table 4 shows the analysis of correlations and R2 of each of the factors, all of
them being significant except the eWOM factor with the STF and SAT. The AVE values were higher
than the squared correlations and the discriminant validity was acceptable.

Table 3. CFA results and reliability.

Items Factor loading Composite Reliability AVE

Perceived Quality—Communication 0.84 0.65
Item 1. The organisation of the event provided me with a reliable, consistent and
dependent service. 0.682

Item 2. I had updated information about the event/participants/teams. 0.929
Item 3. The information about this event was easy to get. 0.779
Perceived Quality—Staff 0.95 0.87
Item 4. The event staff and volunteers were competent. 0.910
Item 5. Staff behaviour was pleasant. 0.982
Item 6. The staff linked to the event made an effort to understand my needs and
helped me with the questions I asked. 0.872

Electronic Word of Mouth 0.93 0.78
Item 7. Advertising of this event online was the key to choosing this destination. 0.959
Item 8. I consulted and valued the comments and opinions I have read online
when it came to choosing this destination. 0.970

Item 9. Reading negative comments on the internet influences my decision to
attend the event. 0.663

Item 10. I search or I will search for publications by other attendees of this event
on social networks. 0.893

Destination Image 0.88 0.71
Item 14. I am having a good time attending this event. 0.861
Item 15. I really enjoy attending sports events. 0.906
Item 16. I think having free time and fun are important when it comes to
choosing a destination. 0.751

Satisfaction 0.88 0.71
Item 14. I am having a good time attending this event. 0.937
Item 15. I really enjoy attending sports events. 0.838
Item 16. I think having free time and fun are important when it comes to
choosing a destination. 0.731

Future Intentions 0.84 0.73
Item 17. I am going to recommend this destination to my friends and relatives. 0.782
Item 18. If I had the opportunity to attend a similar sports event, I would repeat
the experience. 0.919

Table 4. Correlation matrix.

F1 (R2) F2(R2) F3(R2) F4(R2) F5(R2) F6(R2)

F1: Communication (0.65) - - - - -
F2: Staff 0.271 ** (0.073) (0.87) - - - -

F3: eWOM 0.143 * (0.020) 0.120 (0.014) (0.78) - - -
F4: Destination Image 0.362 ** (0.131) 0.425 ** (0.181) 0.225 ** (0.051) (0.71) - -

F5: Satisfaction 0.287 ** (0.082) 0.477 ** (0.228) 0.065 (0.004) 0.457 ** (0.208) (0.71) -
F6: Future Intentions 0.293 ** (0.086) 0.406 ** (0.165) 0.201 ** (0.040) 0.460 ** (0.211) 0.722 ** (0.521) (0.73)

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level. Diagonal: AVE.

3.4. Proposal Model

Figure 2 shows the path diagram of the factors relations. The fit of the proposed model was good
(χ2 = 321.852; gl = 122; χ2/gl = 2.638; p ≤ 0.001; CFI = 0.941, NFI = 0.909, TLI = 0.926; RMR = 0.097,
RMSEA = 0.083), meeting the criteria set by Hair et al. [95]. Table 5 presents the results obtained
from the hypotheses’ relationships between the different factors. The results showed that the STF



Sustainability 2020, 12, 8103 10 of 18

factor significantly influences COM (H1: β = 0.271; t = 3.803; p ≤ 0.001), DIM (H3: β = 0.343; t = 4.993;
p ≤ 0. 001) and SAT (H4: β = 0.334; t = 4.731; p ≤ 0.001), but it was not a determining factor on eWOM
(H2: β = 0.088; t = 1.283; p ≥ 0.05). For its part, COM only had an effect on DIM (H6: β = 0.245;
t = 3.500; p ≤ 0.001), not on eWOM (H5: β = 0.120; t = 1.652; p ≥ 0.05) and SAT (H7: β = 0.100; t = 1.491;
p ≥ 0.05). The eWOM factor had an effect on the DIM factors (H8: β = 0.157; t = 2.473; p ≤ 0.05) and
FI (H10: β = 0.170; t = 2.622; p ≤ 0.01). However, eWOM obtained a negative and non-significant
estimate regarding SAT (H9: β = −0.063; t = −1.046; p ≥ 0.05). DIM was a factor that influenced SAT
(H11: β = 0.329; t = 4.176; p ≤ 0.001) and, finally, SAT had an influence on FI (H12: β = 0.499; t = 6.763;
p ≤ 0.001).
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Table 5. Results of hypothesis relationships between the different factors.

Standardised Estimates Standard Error t p

H1: STF→ COM 0.271 0.088 3.803 *** Accepted
H2: STF→ eWOM 0.088 0.180 1.283 0.199 Rejected

H3: STF→ DIM 0.343 0.093 4.993 *** Accepted
H4: STF→ SAT 0.334 0.061 4.731 *** Accepted

H5: COM→ eWOM 0.120 0.154 1.652 0.099 Rejected
H6: COM→ DIM 0.245 0.076 3.500 *** Accepted
H7: COM→ SAT 0.100 0.047 1.491 0.136 Rejected

H8: eWOM→ DIM 0.157 0.033 2.473 0.013 * Accepted
H9: eWOM→ SAT −0.063 0.020 −1.046 0.296 Rejected
H10: eWOM→ FI 0.170 0.046 2.622 0.009 ** Accepted
H11: DIM→ SAT 0.329 0.051 4.176 *** Accepted

H12: SAT→ FI 0.499 0.157 6.763 *** Accepted

Note: STF = Staff; COM = Communication; eWOM = electronic Word of Mouth; DIM = Destination Image;
SAT = Satisfaction; FI = Future Intentions. * p ≤ 0.05; ** p ≤ 0.01; *** p ≤ 0.001.

4. Discussion

The aim of this study was to determine which factors influence the future intentions of tourists
involved in small-scale sports events. The EFA results showed that the KMO index obtained acceptable
values of 0.867, those of 0.70 being considered acceptable [113]. In relation to the explained variance,
it was observed that the result of the extraction of six factors was very related to the theoretically
defined construct, explaining 78.0% of the variance. The factorial loads were all representative and
located above 0.6, with a minimum load of 0.607 from item 1 related to the reliability of the service
with respect to the information provided, and a maximum load of 0.946 from item 7 related to the
influence of advertising when selecting the destination.
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Research on sports tourism has increased in recent years, due to the importance of tourism in
the economies of many countries. eWOM was the factor that explained the greatest variance with
37.48%. This factor has been contemplated outside the electronic context in different previous studies,
such as tourist attractions to visit a city [30], a holiday resort [114], and in the sports context about the
intention to attend an F1 Grand Prix [32]. Several studies have considered eWOM as the main way by
which tourists obtain information about the quality of products and services in their trips [71], and the
intention to do so after a trip [70], being a source of profitability for sports events organisers to share a
positive eWOM of the destination [115].

The second factor with the highest variance explained was STF with 13.71%, while COM was the
last factor extracted, explaining 4.13% of the variance. Both STF and COM have been quite evaluated
within the context of quality of service, and their inclusion is considered appropriate because the sports
tourist is usually treated by staff of the organisation, and for the success of the event it is necessary
for there to be an adequate communication of the event. In the context of sporting events, only a
few studies that have dealt with them, such as Angosto et al. [55,56] who evaluated these two factors
specifically in the context of popular races. Jin et al. [31] and Kim et al. [32] also analysed these
factors in a World Athletics Championship and an F1 Grand Prix, respectively. DIM explained 7.57%,
an important aspect in assessing the importance and suitability of the location as an interesting tourist
destination. Several studies have addressed this factor by considering the attractiveness of a city as a
sports tourism destination [22,91], to attend a non-mega sports event [31], and even to identify which
aspects are attractive to attend a mega sports event [34,116].

SAT has been a highly evaluated factor in the literature in different sports contexts and events
from the point of view of the spectator [31,57,98,117], as well as the participating tourist [67], and in
other non-sporting contexts related to tourist attraction [118–120]. SAT is a key element for a tourist to
adopt a certain attitude towards the event, significantly influencing FI [121], according to the degree
of compliance with expectations prior to the consumption of the service. Finally, FI is a factor that
is treated as a dependent variable, since an indication of success is having a high predisposition to
continue attending the event [34,35,122]. FI is usually evaluated from two different perspectives, either
as the intention to repeat the service or a return to the destination and, on the other hand, the intention
to speak positively about the experience at the event and the attractiveness of the venue by generating
interest in third parties.

A CFA was carried out to corroborate the factor structure obtained after the EFA of the scale.
The results indicated the existence of adequate values, higher than 0.90 in the CFI, NFI, IFI and TLI
indices [107], as well as values between 0.05 and 0.08 in RMSEA and RMR [108]. With respect to
the χ2/gl ratio, a value of 2.052 was obtained, considered a very good value as it was less than three
points [106]. Although Hu and Bentler [108] consider a value of 1.0 as a perfect model, while those
below 2.0 are deemed to be indicators of a very good model fit, values below 5.0 are considered
as acceptable. The internal consistency of the scale was excellent, with C-a values between 0.827
of COM and 0.975 of DIM, with all factors having values above 0.8 [123]. To reaffirm the internal
consistency, the CR of all the factors was higher than 0.8, exceeding the minimum values stipulated
by Hair et al. [104], who set the value of the statistic at 0.7. For the AVE, all the values exceeded the
minimum requirement of 0.5 [112].

The proposed model revealed that Hypotheses 1, 3, 4, 6, 8, 10, 11 and 12 were accepted while
Hypotheses 2, 5, 7, and 9 were rejected. STF has proven to be a key element in a sports event in
informing and communicating to tourists, as well as its influence on the destination’s image and the
satisfaction of tourists. However, it had no influence on the tourists’ subsequent eWOM. Previous
studies have found an influence of perceived quality on SAT [64,65]. For its part, the COM can
be an important aspect in the DIM, since an adequate promotion and dissemination of the event
and the locality as a destination of interest for the event can generate great expectations in sports
tourists. Despite the influence on DIM, the COM factor had no effect on eWOM and SAT, i.e., adequate
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promotion of the event does not imply that tourists will subsequently make positive comments about
the community and be satisfied with the experience.

eWOM is an essential element when looking for a tourist destination, having a great influence on
the tourist’s image through the opinions and comments of other, previous tourists on the web and
in social networks. Other earlier studies also found a positive influence of eWOM when selecting a
destination [72–74,76]. In turn, this factor has also significantly influenced FI in terms of providing
positive feedback on the community and the event, coinciding as in previous studies by [77] and [30].
eWOM had no effect on SAT, a negative influence being found. DIM influenced SAT, a pleasant and
positive experience that exceeded the initial expectations of the tourist will generate a satisfaction and
well-being that in turn will influence the generation of a positive attitude towards the destination’s
image [87–89]. Other previous studies have found that DIM is also an important factor in determining
FI in the context of sports tourism at events [32,57,79,80,90].

SAT has been demonstrated to be a very important and necessary factor that must be evaluated
since it directly influences FI, being the greatest relationship of influence. These results were similar to
those of previous studies [35,94,98,99]. SAT is also a mediator between FI with other elements such
as STF and DIM, agreement being found in other previous studies that observed SAT as a mediator
of DIM [67,92]. FI has been treated in numerous studies as the dependent factor of the rest of the
variables and it has been shown that it has been related to the perceived quality [31,32,57,64,66,97,100],
DIM, eWOM and SAT [35,86,101–103].

Finally, the results of this study show that, based on the S-O-R model, the model proposed
determines how the stimuli focused on the perceived quality of communication and staff, as well as
the destination image, significantly influence the satisfaction of the active sports tourist (organism),
which significantly influences the response of the participants to a future behaviour of returning to the
sport event or destination. In turn, the organism reflected in the satisfaction acts as a mediating factor
between the stimuli (perceived quality and destination image) and the response (future behaviour).
Among the limitations present in this study was the representativeness of the sample, only 20% of the
tourists who came to participate in the event responded to the survey. This fact makes it necessary to
search for strategies that encourage participation, such as the inclusion of some kind of draw for sports
material related to the event or free registration for the next edition. Another limitation may be the size
of the event that had a little more than 1000 participants. It is necessary to replicate this instrument
in sports events with a higher participation, as well as to evaluate the tourist impact considering
the characteristics and size of the celebration location. These results should be different in events of
medium-sized localities to those of large cities, where the impact associated with these events does not
have as much an effect on the economy as in smaller-sized localities. Other future research proposals
could be the development of sustainability studies in sports events in a longitudinal rather than a
cross-sectional way, as most studies do. These studies could also include indicators for the evaluation
of social and environmental impacts in small-scale sports events.

5. Conclusions

In summary, the main conclusions of the study are that this instrument obtained a fit in all the
validity and reliability indices considered, all of them being above the minimum recommended values.
This scale allows us to evaluate the perception of the tourist impact in sports events, being a useful tool
for the management by the organisers and sports entities as well as for research in different studies.
Finally, the scale is made up of six factors: perceived quality (communication and staff), eWOM,
destination image, satisfaction and future intentions, gathered in 18 items, being a reduced and quickly
implemented scale. The proposed model has demonstrated that the STF, DIM and SAT factors are
essential when measuring the impact of tourism on sports events. These findings indicate a great
influence of eWOM and SAT on the tourist’s FI, in addition to being a mediating factor between FI and
STF and DIM.
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Despite the fact that the COVID-19 pandemic has paralysed the world of sport, especially sporting
events, holding events is a key factor in reviving a country’s economy. For example, after the financial
crisis in 2008, Spain managed to activate tourism by attracting major sports events such as the World
Championships in Athletics, Swimming, Basketball and Handball, among others, which enabled
foreign tourists to take advantage of the opportunity to engage in other types of tourism for sporting
reasons. Another strategy to be considered by governments is the role of domestic tourism in this
period of the COVID-19 pandemic when international travel is very limited, since promoting this
type of tourism associated with small-scale sports events can be a very important mechanism in
the recovery of the tourism sector by those which do not generate as much income as international
tourism [124]. It can also have an impact on long-term transformation in the most resilient destinations,
while responding to the demand for short and long-term tourist behaviour [125].

In addition, local governments must consider other associated impacts, such as the sport impact,
the social impact and above all the economic impact attributed to holding the event. This implies
the need to close the gap between the host communities’ tourism promotion objective and the actual
income derived, whether tangible or intangible, by them. Sports tourism at small-scale events could
be considered a viable way to develop tourism in the community in a sustainable manner [23].
In addition, considering the evaluation of the economic, socio-cultural and environmental impacts
before and after the development of the small-scale sports event will enable a better view of the true
impact [126]. Jimenez-Garcia et al. [27] emphasise the importance of sustainability assessment, not only
externally but also internally within the organisation. This is particularly relevant in the formulation
of organisational strategies. Finally, professionals in the tourism sector must consider, understand and
integrate economic, social and environmental aspects into the development of sustainability and the
decision-making process that helps to mitigate negative impacts [127].
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