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Abstract 
 
 

The purposes of this research were (a) to explore and describe the relationships 
relative to the evaluation of the work of the organizers, expected legacy, and support 
for hosting the 2014 World Cup (WC) and the 2016 Olympic Games (OG); and (b) 
to compare Brazilians’ support for these two events. Social exchange theory (Blau & 
Scott, 1962) supported three structural models. Results indicated that Brazilians 
college students (n = 914) do not strongly support the country’s hosting of either the 
2014 WC or the 2016 OG. They also do not believe the organizers adequately 
prepared the country to host the events, and, subsequently, do not have high positive 
legacy expectations. Mediated models indicated that higher perceptions of the work 
of the organizersin preparation for the sport mega-events predicted more positive 
legacy expectations of these events, and subsequently, larger intentions to support the 
events. Significant indirect effects indicated that a fully mediated model might be 
useful to describe relationships among intentions of support, expected legacy, and 
evaluations of the work of the organizers in preparing to host sport mega-events. 
Implications for theory and practice are discussed. 
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1.  Introduction 

 
Sport mega-events have been largely used as instruments to market nations around 

the world mainly because of the efficacy of such events in boosting tourism and consequently 
promoting sustainable development of the host countries (Ma, Egan, Rotherham, & Ma, 
2010). Developing nations have recently started to bid and host sport mega-events to 
reposition themselves as tourist destinations.  
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For example, China hosted the 2008 OG in Beijing, Russia hosted the 2014 Winter 
OG in Sochi, and Brazil will host the 2016 OG in Rio de Janeiro. In order to provide positive 
international exposure to the host, sport mega-events depend on popular support(Getz & 
Fairley, 2004). As the media reports local residents’ support for an event, tourists create a 
feeling of safety to visit the host country (Toohey, Taylor, & Lee, 2003). Therefore, not by 
chance, sport governing bodies responsible for sport mega-events look for strong local 
residents’ support before and after granting countries and cities the right to host 
them(Cashman, 2002). 

Therefore, organizing committees and the government of the hosting city/country 
are strongly looking for local residents’ support. For example, in 2003, the city of Vancouver 
held a plebiscite to gauge and, consequently, promote local residents’ support for the 2010 
Winter Olympic Games (Boykoff, 2011). Brady (2009) stated that between 2006 and 2008, the 
Chinese government employed propaganda strategies to promote mass distraction from 
actual social problems such as unemployment, inflation, environmental degradation, and 
corruption, and foster local residents’ support for the 2008 Olympic Games. Gursoy and 
Kendall (2006)affirmed that ignoring local residents’ support can have serious negative 
impacts on the organization of sport mega-events, because the media tends to explore clashes 
between people and organizers. Besides, organizers depend upon the goodwill of people, who 
are supposed to serve as volunteers and cope with natural disturbances to their normal lives 
resulting from hosting the event(Giannoulakis, Wang, & Gray, 2008; Hyejin, Konstantinos, & 
Stephen, 2009). 

In order to promote sustainable development, sport mega-event organizers should 
know not only the level of local residents’ support, but also the reasons behind such 
support(Ritchie, Shipway, & Cleeve, 2009).As such, this research draws on social exchange 
theory (Blau & Scott, 1962), to propose that perceptions of positive legacies and the work of 
the organizers in preparation for staging are two important antecedents of popular support 
for sport mega-events. Specifically, the purposes of this study were (a) to explore and describe 
the relationships relative to the evaluation of the work of the organizers, expected legacy, and 
support for hosting the 2014 World Cup (WC) and the 2016 Olympic Games (OG); and (b) 
to compare Brazilians’ support for these two events. 

2. Review of Literature 
 
2.1. Social exchange theory 

 

Social exchange theory(Blau & Scott, 1962) posits that human relationships are based 
on potential exchanges, i.e., people engage in relationships with other people or organizations 
(Levine & White, 1961) because they expect to receive something valuable in exchange for the 
time and effort they put into the relationship. Based on this theory, people reciprocate 
positively or negatively to what they receive in any relationship (Blau, 1964).Previous studies 
have shown that residents are able to evaluate the benefits of hosting sport mega-events and 
therefore use this to support (or not) the event in their communities(Deccio & Baloglu, 2002; 
Kim & Petrick, 2005; Waitt, 2003). These scholars have proposed that residents exchange 
support for positive legacies (in post-event studies) or for expectations of positive legacies (in 
pre-event studies).  
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Gursoy and Kendall (2006) and Deccio and Baloglu(2002) used social exchange 
theory as the theoretical foundation in their investigations of support for the 2002 Winter OG 
in a post- and pre-event stage, respectively. Both investigations tested a model with direct 
effects from perceptions of legacies (i.e., potential costs and benefits) to support for the 2002 
Winter OG in Salt Lake City. Waitt(2003)also drew on social exchange theory to affirm that 
residents who perceive improvements totheir social and economic well-being (i.e., positive 
legacies) as a consequence of hosting an event tend to evaluate the event as positive. Gursoy 
and Kendall (2006) noted that many other sport event investigations (e.g., Delamere, Wankel, 
& Hinch, 2001; Fredline & Faulkner, 2001; Fredline, Jago, & Deery, 2003) had their 
theoretical basis in social exchange theory, as they assumed that individuals are likely to have 
positive attitudes toward an event if they believe they will gain some benefits in the 
relationship with organizers and local governments. Based on the literature, we argue that 
residents of Brazil will support the sport mega-events in the country, if they perceive positive 
legacies will be derived as a consequence of the hosting process. 

2.2. Legacies of Sport Mega-Events 

Considering the context of social exchanges, legacy is a key concept in understanding 
the intentions of residents to support a sport mega-event in their communities.  

Sport event legacy is defined as “planned and unplanned, positive and negative, 
tangible and intangible structures created for and by a sport event that remain longer than the 
event itself” (Preuss, 2007, p. 211).This definition has been illustrated by “the legacy cube”, 
which includes three frames: planning, tangibility, and positiveness. Dickson, Benson, and 
Blackman(Dickson, Benson, & Blackman, 2011) criticized the cube representation inasmuch 
as it does not consider frames of time and space. These authors have argued that by 
disregarding time and space frames, the cube ignores two of the most important variables to 
assess legacy, i.e. where and for how long the legacy is expected to last. Dickson et al. 
proposed “the legacy radar”, which includes six frames: planning, tangibility, structure, cost, 
spatial impact, and time frame. 

Usually, three dimensions of legacy are examined in empirical studies: economic, 
social, and environmental (Hritz & Ross, 2010; Kim & Petrick, 2005; Yoon, Gursoy, & Chen, 
2001).However, Preuss and Solberg (2006) proposed six dimensions for sport mega-event 
legacy: economic, tourism, environmental, cultural, psychological, and political. Based on 
these previous works, we proposed that seven dimensions of legacy should affect people’s 
support for a sport mega-event: economic, tourism, environmental, structural, social, cultural, 
and psychological. Relative to social exchanges, local residents would offer support in 
exchange for positive perceptions of legacy in all dimensions. On the other hand, residents 
would not offer strong support if they doubt the positive legacies for the local community. 

As noted by Dickson et al. (2011), even the International Olympic Committee (IOC) 
has recently acknowledged that “defining legacy was difficult and that the concept had a 
number of meanings” (p. 288). This difficulty may explain some inconsistencies regarding the 
use of the term legacy. For instance, there is no clear agreement whether all leftovers of sport 
mega-events should be considered legacies.  
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Sport event scholars have formed two groups with different opinions. The first group 
considers that impacts and legacies are different concepts (e.g., Hiller & Wanner, 2011; Jones, 
2001). For this group, not all leftovers are legacies. However, a second group considers that 
impacts and legacies are synonymous (Dickson et al., 2011; Preuss & Solberg, 2006; Preuss, 
2007). In this research, we followed this second group and defined legacy after Preuss (2007). 
We understand that etymologically the word legacy means “property by will” (Preuss, 2007, p. 
209). Therefore, if we take the word origin, not all leftovers should be considered legacy, only 
that left by will. However, for the second group of authors, the etymological definition of 
legacy is not satisfactory to represent the actual scope of sport mega-event legacy. The 
opposite terms (e.g., planned and unplanned) in Preuss’ definition have a clear intention to 
encompass all possible leftovers of sport mega-events. 

2.3. The Work of the Organizers 

In contexts where people need to express opinions about desired ends, they tend to 
rely on present concrete attributes (means) to form their opinions. For instance, in tourism 
destination research, travelers use place attributes (means) to evaluate future benefits (ends) of 
choosing a certain tourist destination (e.g., Klenosky, 2002). In our study, positive legacies are 
the desired ends of two sport mega-events. We now propose that the work of the organizers 
represent valuable means to evaluate such desired ends. Using the means-end chain 
proposition (Gutman, 1982), we hypothesized that people would use the work of the 
organizers to prepare for the events as concrete attributes in order to express their 
expectations about positive legacies and their support intentions. 

We conceptualized the work of the organizers as the basic work that is supposed to 
be conducted by the local government and organizing committees before sport mega-events 
in order to prepare cities/country to receive the events and a large number of tourists. This is 
an important concept because before the event, expectation of positive legacies is a forecast 
exercise. Considering that this research was conducted three years before the 2014 WC and 
five years before the 2016 Olympic Games, evaluations of the work of the organizers in 
preparation for the events might constitute an important antecedent to explain not only 
intentions of support, but also expectations of positive legacies.  

Local organizers have to accomplish many duties in preparation for hosting sport 
mega-events. Such duties include, but are not limited to, improvements in transportation and 
communication systems; construction/improvement in sport arenas, parking lots, lodges, and 
parks; and selection and training of security personnel (Chelladurai & Madella, 2006). 
Considering the period of investigation, we focused on those duties that demand more time 
to be accomplished and are fundamental for the success of sport events. These duties include 
construction of sport venues, transportation improvement, means of communication 
improvement, security strategies, and personnel recruitment, selection and training. In 
previous investigations, residents’ evaluations of the work of the organizers in preparation to 
host sport mega-events have affected their support intentions(e.g., Zhou & Ap, 2009).In the 
current investigation, we also expect support for the event to be a positive reciprocity 
whenever the residents perceive the work of the organizers as somehow positive and 
beneficial for themselves and for their communities.  
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The difference between the current investigation and previous ones (e.g., Zhou &Ap, 
2009) is that in our research we test the mediator role of expectations of positive legacies 
between the work of the organizers and support. That is, people’s decision to support the 
event is affected not only by the work of the organizers done in preparing for it, but also by 
something that is supposed to stay after the event and make life in the hosting community better.  

2.4. Support for Sport Mega-Events 

In previous sport event investigations, event scholars have conceptualized support in 
its most popular meaning, that is, to agree with someone or to approve of something. For 
instance, Deccio and Baloglu(2002) have considered support simply as “the degree of support 
residents had for the Olympic Games” (p. 50). That is, the approval degree for hosting the 
Games in the local community represented their support. Other studies (e.g., Gursoy & 
Kendall, 2006; Waitt, 2003; Zhou & Ap, 2009) have applied the same general concept of 
support.In the current study, we conceptualized support in a similar way. 

Broad support for sport mega-events has represented an important instrument of 
political and economic promotion of nations (Bob & Swart, 2009; Pillay, Tomlinson, & Bass, 
2009). If the host nation wants to get all possible benefits from association with such events, 
organizers must understand what local residents think and get their support (Ritchie et al., 
2009; Zhou & Ap, 2009). Therefore, many previous studies have investigated local residents’ 
approval of hosting sport mega-events, such as the 2002 FIFA WC in Japan/Korea(Kim & 
Petrick, 2005), the 2006 FIFA WC in Germany (Ohmann, Jones, & Wilkes, 2006), the 2002 
Winter OG in Salt Lake City (Deccio & Baloglu, 2002),the 2008 OG in Beijing (Zhou & Ap, 
2009), and the 2012 OG in London (Ritchie et al., 2009). Approaching different research 
questions, all the above investigations supported the idea that residents of the hosting 
countries will be most impacted by sport mega-events, and, as such, their support is vital to 
organizers.  

Due to the importance and difficulty to get popular support, some scholars have 
conducted research on public opinion about sport mega-events in different moments of the 
preparation and staging process(e.g., Hiller & Wanner, 2011). Considering that the 
organization of sport mega-events is a complex, time- and money-consuming process, some 
have started to survey local residents five years or more before the event (e.g., Ritchie et al., 
2009). Knowing people’s perceptions about the event in early stages of the preparation can 
help organizers make decisions and improve people’s involvement during the process. 
Moreover, the opinion of residents about the event can change over time (Ritchie et al., 
2009). Researchers have found different levels of enthusiasm, pride, and support in different 
moments of the preparationprocessfor sport mega-events(Mihalik & Simonetta, 1999; Waitt, 
2003). Taking into account these previous studies, in the current investigation we investigated 
Brazilians’ support for sport mega-events three years before the 2014 FIFA World Cup and 
five years before the 2016 Olympic Games.  

2.5. Structural Relationships on Support for Sport Mega-Events 

So far scholars have devoted time and effort to investigate people’s support for sport 
mega-events(Kaplanidou & Karadakis, 2010; Ritchie et al., 2009; Zhou & Ap, 2009).  
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However, few investigations have explored possible antecedents of such support. 
Two exceptions were the studies of Deccio and Baloglu (2002) and Gursoy and Kendall 
(2006), which investigated some perceived benefits as antecedents of support from a non-host 
community for the 2002 Winter Olympics. Both studies opted to use more “general” 
variables – such as perceived opportunities and costs – as antecedents of local residents’ 
support. However, in this study, we opted to use multiple and specific dimensions of legacy, 
which have been well accepted in the literature (Chalip, 2002; Hritz & Ross, 2010; Preuss & 
Solberg, 2006), as antecedents of attitudes of support. In using such measures this study can 
be more specific about what people really care about when they decide to support a sport 
event in their communities. 

In order to do so, we proposed three structural models (Figure 1).In Model A – the 
fully mediated model – the relationship between evaluations of the work of the organizers and 
support is completely mediated by expected legacy. In Model B – the partially mediated 
model – the relationship between evaluations of the work of the organizers and support is 
partially mediated by expected legacy, which means that we added a direct effect from 
evaluations of the work of the organizers to support.  

Both mediational models are based on the premise that expected legacy is directly 
affected by evaluations of the work of the organizers(Ritchie et al., 2009; Ritchie & Lyons, 
1990). Expressing opinions about expected legacy is a forecasting exercise. Therefore, people 
should use some actual information about what organizers have done to achieve positive 
legacies, in order to express their opinion about expected legacy. To sum up, the mediational 
models foresee that evaluations of the work of the organizers affect intentions of support via 
expected legacy. 

 

Figure 1: Three structural models: Model A – The fully mediated model; Model B – 
The partially mediated model; and Model C – Direct effects model 
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In Model C – the direct effects model – we proposed that only direct relationships 
exist between evaluations of the work of the organizers and expected legacy, on the one hand, 
and support, on the other. That is, this model assumed a non-directional relationship (i.e., a 
bidirectional correlation) between the work of the organizers and positive legacies – the two 
endogenous variables. All three models were based on the social exchange theory, which 
implies that the better respondents perceive the work of the organizers and expect future 
positive legacies; the more likely they are to support the event in their communities.  

In other words, respondents are expected to reciprocate a good preparation job (the 
work of the organizers) and/or positive expectations about legacy for the host community in 
expressing support for the events. 

This investigation is innovative in using expected legacy and evaluations of the work 
of the organizers as antecedents of support for a sport event. Moreover, comparing support 
from residents of the same country for the two largest sport mega-events is rarely possible, 
because nations usually bid to host either the OG or the FIFA WC but not both. High costs 
associated with hosting and high competition among candidates can explain why nations 
usually choose one big event to bid for. In investigating the 2014 WC and the 2016 OG in the 
same country, this study has potential to add important new knowledge to sport mega-events 
literature. Considering that Brazil is mostly known for its soccer team, we expected more 
excitement and support to be delivered to the 2014 WC when compared to the 2016 OG. 
However, the relationship among the variables in the model should not change based on the 
analyzed event. 

3. Method 

3.1. Participants and Procedures 

For the present study, we surveyed Brazilian college students, who represent a key 
parcel of the local community for two reasons. First, fluency in English is a special concern in 
international Brazilian events because Brazil is considered a “low English proficiency” 
country (EF-EPI, 2012). College students are more likely to speak English, which will 
certainly be a very important asset during the events in Brazil, resulting in a better 
communication between tourists and locals. Second, college students have shown more 
interest in volunteering for sport mega-events than any other demographic group (Kim, 
Gursoy, & Lee, 2006). Zhuang and Girginov(2012) reported that about 84% of all volunteer 
applicants for the 2008 Beijing OG were college students. Indeed, students have been 
recognized as the “hard core” parcel of the volunteer programs for sport mega-events 
(Karkatsoulis, Michapoulos, & Moustakatou, 2005), because they have time, education, and 
energy to take part in such events. Zhuang and Girginov (2012) highlighted the importance of 
education to assert that college students represent an important human capital for sport 
mega-events. 

A sample of 3,688 students in a large Brazilian university was randomly divided in 
two halves of the same size. The first half received a web-based questionnaire asking about 
the 2014 WC. The second half received a similar questionnaire asking about the 2016 OG. 
The statements in both questionnaires were identical; only the stems changed.  
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In the WC questionnaire, the stems for evaluation of the work of the organizers and 
expected legacy items read, respectively: “In regard to the preparation for the 2014 FIFA World 
Cup, the organizers are…” and “Hosting the 2014 FIFA World Cup will help the whole country to…”. 
In the OG questionnaire, “the 2014 FIFA World Cup” was replaced by “the 2016 Olympic 
Games”. Regarding the support scale, in the WC questionnaire, the stem for the items reads: 
“Considering that Brazil will host the 2014 FIFA World Cup, please, express your level of agreement with 
the following statements”. In the OG questionnaire, “Brazil” was replaced by “Rio de Janeiro” 
and “the 2014 FIFA World Cup” was replaced by “the 2016 Olympic Games”. 

We opted to use students attending a university outside the host cities in order to 
increase chances that respondents would not be influenced by city legacies, when responding 
about country legacies. We focused on legacies and support toward the country, instead of toward 
the cities, in order to compare the two sport mega-events as one is hosted only by one city 
(the OG) and the other is hosted by twelve cities (the WC). Former editions of the OG 
hosted in developing countries showed that impacts have moved from the host city to the 
whole country (e.g., Kang & Perdue, 1994). Similar impacts are expected to Brazil (Gaffney, 
2010). 

Since Brazil was granted the right to host the events, WC and OG have become very 
popular subjects in the Brazilian media (radio, TV, internet, and newspapers). News about the 
events has become so frequent that, if you live in Brazil, it is almost impossible to ignore that 
the country will host those sport mega-events. Therefore, we are confident that college 
students had prior knowledge about the WC and the OG in Brazil. Nevertheless, in the 
invitation email, we informed that Brazil will host the 2014 WC and the 2016 OG. Besides 
that, respondents did not receive any specific education around the topic. We received 446 
(26% considering that 142 emails bounced back) and 468 (27%, considering that 119 bounced 
back) usable questionnaires from the OG and WC samples, respectively. Respondents were 
mainly females (59.4% for OG sample; 62.4% for the WC sample) and were, on average, 24.9 
(SD = 5.2) years old for both samples.  

We compared early to late respondents to test for non-response bias (Miller & Smith, 
1983). None of the variables showed statistically significant differences in either demographic 
characteristics or perceptions about the tested constructs suggesting non-response bias does 
not exist. 

3.2. Measures 

Currently, there is no scale that measures legacy as a seven dimensional construct. 
Thus, we used Preuss and Solberg’s (2006) dimensions as guidelines and created our own 
items. Based on the idea of “government” performance proposed by Zhou and Ap (2009), we 
proposed five constructs to measure the work of the organizers in preparation for the events 
and created our own items to measure the constructs. We created three items to measure 
support, based on the concept of support for sport mega-event presented in previous 
studies(Deccio &Baloglu, 2002; Gursoy & Kendall, 2006; Waitt, 2003; Zhou & Ap, 2009).  
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Following Dillman’s (2000) guidelines, we sent our scales, subscales (dimensions), 
and assigned items to a panel of six experts (all sport management professors in American 
universities) to assess the content validity. Suggestions from these experts were used to 
modify the survey. The resulting surveys items can be found in Table 1.Scales used in the 
study were originally created in English. Then the questionnaire was translated into 
Portuguese by a Brazilian professor, who got his PhD from an American university and is 
fluent in English. A back translation by a second professor, also fluent in English, 
demonstrated that the integrity of all items was maintained. The final questionnaire contained 
three main sections, one for each latent variable – the work of the organizers, expected legacy, 
and support for the event. All items had the response format of a 7-point Likert scale ranging 
from 1 (very strongly disagree) to 7 (very strongly agree). Demographic questions were asked in the 
last section of the questionnaire. 

3.3. Data Analysis 

We tested the measurement and structural models via structural equation modeling 
(SEM) technique(Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). In the first step, we tested the measurement 
model through confirmatory factor analysis and verified the construct validity and reliability 
of the scales. As for the measures of model fit, we used the root mean square error of 
approximation (RMSEA), comparative fit index (CFI), and Tucker-Lewis index (TLI). For 
CFI and TLI, values higher than .90 are considered to have a close fit (Hair, Black, Babin, & 
Anderson, 2009). For RMSEA, values equal to or less than .06 indicate a close fit between the 
model and the data, and values equal to or less than .08 indicate a reasonable fit (Hu & 
Bentler, 1999). Construct validity was checked following Fornell and Larcker’s(1981) 
procedures for convergent and discriminant validity. Internal consistency of the constructs 
was measured via Cronbach’s alpha (Cronbach, 1951), and the reliability of the scales was 
gauged via Raykov’srho(Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011). 

In the second step, using age and gender as control variables, we compared the 
proposed structural models regarding the same fit indexes described above. In addition, 
variance explained in the dependent variable (support) by the other variables in the model was 
used to select the most suitable structural model. Effect size and significance of each path 
coefficient were also used to assess the models. Finally, the indirect effects of both 
mediational models were analyzed, using product of coefficients (Sobel, 1982) and 
bootstrapping strategies (Bollen & Stine, 1990). In order to compare Brazilians’ support for 
the two sport mega-events, we ran a one-way MANOVA, using all thirteen latent variables 
(seven subscales of expected legacy, five subscales of the work of the organizers, and the 
support scale) as dependent variables and the type of event (WC vs. OG) as the independent 
variable. 

4. Results 

4.1. Measurement Model 

After testing the measurement model in a calibration sample, we dropped three items 
(one from each of the following subscales: economic, tourism, and environmental legacy) and 
tested the same model in a validation sample (MacCallum, Roznowski, & Necowitz, 1992).  
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Results of this analysis indicated close fit (RMSEA [90%CI] = .056 [.052; .059]; CFI 
= .958; TLI = .951;χ2/df = 2.40) for the measurement model in the validation sample. Close 
fit indices were also found in the measurement model tested in the OG sample (RMSEA 
[90%CI] = .059 [.056; .062]; CFI = .948; TLI = .940; χ2/df = 2.54) and in the WC sample 
(RMSEA [90%CI] = .057 [.054; .060]; CFI = .964; TLI = .958;χ2/df = 2.53). 

Item wordings, factor loadings (λ), average variance extracted (AVE), internal 
consistencies (Cronbach’s α), reliabilities (Raykov’sρ), and descriptive statistics of the variables 
are presented in Table 1.  

Items loaded quite well in their assigned construct in both samples. Only one item 
(Improve the quality of life of the population, in the economic legacy subscale in the OG sample) 
loaded below .707. However, we did not delete this item because its content is important for 
the construct. Further, it loaded quite well in the WC sample and the reliability of the subscale 
was good in both samples. As a consequence of that factor loading, the AVE of the economic 
legacy subscale in the OG sample was slightly below .50. The AVE of the economic legacy 
subscale in the WC sample was .55. The AVE of all other subscales, in both samples, was 
large enough to guarantee convergent validity of these subscales. Moreover, none of the 
subscales failed Anderson and Gerbing’s (1988) test for discriminant validity.  

All scales presented good internal consistency for WC (Cronbach’s alpha varying 
from .719 to .892) and OG (Cronbach’s alpha varying from .717 to .908) samples. Likewise, 
all subscales presented good reliability measures for WC (Raykov’s rho varying from .744 to 
.904) and OG (Raykov’s rho varying from .722 to .909) samples. 

4.2. Structural Models 

We compared three plausible structural models (Table 2). All models presented close 
fit to the data, for both samples. The direct effects model (Model C) presented slightly better 
model fit indexes. However, we could not discard the mediation models (Models A and B) as 
good representations for the data for three different reasons. First, the total variance 
explained in the dependent variable in the fully mediated model (R2WC = 52%; R2OG = 44%) 
was larger than that explained in the partially mediated (R2WC = 50%; R2OG = 41%) and the 
direct effects (R2WC = 50%; R2OG = 41%) models. Second, the path coefficients from the work 
of the organizers (ORG)  

Table 1 – Item wordings, factor loadings (λ), average variance extracted (AVE), 
internal consistencies (Cronbach’s α), and reliabilities (Raykov’s ρ) 

Facto
rs 

Items FIFA World Cup Sample Olympic Games Sample 

    λ AV
E 

α ρ λ AV
E 

α ρ 

SVE
N 

  0.65
8 

0.80
4 

0.80
9 

 0.63
2 

0.79
1 

0.79
1 

 Building suitable sport venues to host the event  0.77
7 

   0.78
3 

   

 Improving sport venues to make them suitable for the 
event  

0.82
2 

   0.85
4 

   

 Investing money in sport venues that will be useful to the 0.83    0.74    
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population 3 5 

TRA
N 

  0.75
4 

0.87
1 

0.86
9 

 0.76
0 

0.87
4 

0.87
5 

 Preparing airports to receive a large number of people 0.85
3 

   0.86
8 

   

 Improving the public transportation 0.88
9 

   0.87
1 

   

 Improving national roads 0.86
3 

   0.87
6 

   

COM
M 

  0.67
4 

0.83
1 

0.83
5 

 0.67
0 

0.81
5 

0.81
9 

 Supporting journalists who are covering the event 0.80
3 

   0.80
4 

   

 Make information about the event’s preparation available 0.81
0 

   0.79
3 

   

 Giving precise information about the event’s preparation 0.85
0 

   0.85
7 

   

SECU   0.77
9 

0.89
2 

0.88
9 

 0.82
1 

0.90
8 

0.90
9 

 Preparing the police to deal with security issues during 
the event 

0.89
9 

   0.91
5 

   

 Working to guarantee the event without major security 
problems 

0.86
4 

   0.89
4 

   

 Getting ready to guarantee the safety of all people 
involved in the event 

0.88
4 

   0.90
9 

   

PERS   0.75
4 

0.87
5 

0.87
5 

 0.74
2 

0.87
1 

0.87
4 

 Preparing to recruit volunteers 0.80
3 

   0.80
1 

   

 Developing training programs to qualify volunteers  0.90
9 

   0.92
9 

   

 Hiring qualified professionals to work in the organization 
of the event 

0.89
0 

   0.84
9 

   

ECO
_L 

  0.54
9 

0.71
9 

0.74
4 

 0.48
5 

0.71
7 

0.72
2 

 Attract more investments  0.75
9 

   0.70
7 

   

 Generate economic benefits for the population 0.70
7 

   0.72
7 

   

 Improve the quality of life of the population 0.75
6 

   0.65
3 

   

TOU
_L 

  0.56
7 

0.75
7 

0.76
2 

 0.54
7 

0.78
4 

0.74
5 

 Increase the number of tourists in the country 0.71
5 

   0.71
9 

   

 Improve the country’s image as a tourism destination 0.78
1 

   0.79
0 

   

 Improve the quality of tourism attractions in the country 0.76
1 

   0.70
8 

   

ENV
_L 

  0.68
3 

0.84
2 

0.83
8 

 0.63
6 

0.82
6 

0.81
3 

 Boost waste recycling programs  0.75
6 

   0.72
5 

   

 Promote construction of green buildings 0.87
5 

   0.88
1 

   

 Reduce electrical energy wastage 0.84
3 

   0.77
8 

   

STR_
L 

  0.60
4 

0.82
7 

0.83
1 

 0.58
6 

0.80
9 

0.81
6 

 Build sport venues useful to the population 0.73
1 

   0.72
1 

   

 Improve airports 0.76
0 

   0.78
4 

   

 Improve the quality of the roads 0.81
9 

   0.78
1 
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 Improve the public transportation 0.79
5 

   0.77
4 

   

SOC_
L 

  0.73
9 

0.88
4 

0.88
7 

 0.73
6 

0.86
1 

0.87
2 

 Boost grassroots sports in the country 0.81
0 

   0.82
7 

   

 Encourage youth to practice sports 0.85
3 

   0.82
7 

   

 Encourage people to exercise  0.88
2 

   0.88
1 

   

 Encourage people in general to practice sports 0.89
2 

   0.89
5 

   

CUL_
L 

  0.67
5 

0.86
0 

0.86
0 

 0.68
1 

0.84
3 

0.84
6 

 Promote a cultural exchange between tourists and local 
residents 

0.76
0 

   0.74
6 

   

 Offer local residents the opportunity to know other 
cultures 

0.84
0 

   0.78
2 

   

 Make the Brazilian culture well known around the World 0.81
1 

   0.87
2 

   

 Show that the Brazilian culture is worth knowing 0.87
1 

   0.89
1 

   

PSY_
L 

  0.61
6 

0.85
6 

0.85
3 

 0.60
4 

0.83
7 

0.83
7 

 Improve the pride of being Brazilian  0.76
1 

   0.75
6 

   

 Make people feel they are capable of doing great things  0.81
2 

   0.77
5 

   

 Foster citizenship behaviors among Brazilians 0.76
7 

   0.82
1 

   

 Make Brazilian more patriotic 0.79
9 

   0.75
5 

   

SUPP   0.81
6 

0.79
0 

0.90
4 

 0.77
5 

0.85
5 

0.87
6 

 I support the 2014 WC/ the 2016 OG 0.98
6 

   0.95
7 

   

 I believe in the success of the organization of the 2014 
WC/ the 2016 OG  

0.97
3 

   0.91
7 

   

  I support government involvement in the 2014 WC/ the 
2016 OG 

0.72
8 

      0.75
3 

      

 
 
Note. SVEN - Sport Venues. TRAN – Transportation. COMM – Communication. 

SECU – Security. PERS – Personnel. ECO_L – Economic Legacy. TOU_L – Tourism 
Legacy. ENV_L – Environmental Legacy. STR_L – Structural Legacy. SOC_L – Social 
Legacy. CUL_L – Cultural Legacy. PSY_L – Psychological Legacy. SUPP – Support. to 
support (SUP) were not significant in either the partially mediated or the direct effects model 
(γ = .069; p = .135) for the WC sample. The same path coefficient was significant, but its 
effect size was quite small for the OG sample (γ = .187; p < .001). Third, indirect effect 
(IND) from work of the organizers to support via expected legacy was significant in both the 
fully mediated (INDWC = .609; p< .001; INDOG = .390; p< .001) and the partially mediated 
(INDWC = .555; p< .001; INDOG = .301; p< .001) models. Therefore, the fully mediated 
model turned to be a good parsimonious representation of the structural relationships among 
the constructs under investigation. 
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Table 2 – Fit indexes, variance explained and direct and indirect path coefficients for 
three structural models 

  WC Sample   OG Sample 

 Model A Model B Model C  Model A Model B Model C 

RMSEA 
[90%CI] 

.051 
[.049;.054] 

.052 
[.049; 
.054] 

.046 
[.043; 
.048]  

.052  
[.049; 
.055] 

.051  
[.048; 
.054] 

.049  
[.047; 
.052] 

CFI .962 .961 .970  .950 .952 .955 
TLI .959 .959 .968  .947 .950 .952 
χ2/df 2.23 2.24 1.97  2.21 2.15 2.09 
R2 .52 .50 .50   .44 .41 .41 

LEG on ORG .660; 
p<.001 

.656; 
p<.001 NA  

.466; 
p<.001 

.451; 
p<.001 NA 

SUP on LEG .705; 
p<.001 

.647; 
p<.001 

.646; 
p<.001  

.646; 
p<.001 

.515; 
p<.001 

.505; 
p<.001 

SUP on ORG NA .069; 
p=.135 

.069; 
p=.135   NA .187; 

p<.001 
.187; 
p<.001 

Indirect Effect        SUP on ORG via 
LEG 

.609; 
p<.001 

.555; 
p<.001 NA   .390; 

p<.001 
.301; 
p<.001 NA 

 
Note. Model A - Fully mediated model. Model B - Partially mediated model. Model C 

- Direct effects model. R2 - variance explained in the dependent variable (support) by the 
other variables in the model.ORG - Work of the organizers. LEG - Expected legacy. SUP - 
Support for the event. 
 
4.3. Comparing Support for the Events 
 

Means and standard deviations (see Table 3) showed that Brazilians students (a) do 
not strongly support the country hosting either the WC  (M = 4.4; SD= 1.9) or the OG (M = 
4.8; SD= 1.7), (b) do not believe the organizers have done a great job of preparing for the 
events (means of the constructs varying from 3.3 to 4.0 in the WC sample, and from 3.6 to 
4.4 in the OG sample), and (c) do not have a highly positive expectation of legacies 
(meansvarying from 2.9 to 5.1 in the WC sample, and from 3.1 to 5.2 in the OG sample).  

Regarding the work of the organizers, the mean of all five dimensions was below the 
agreement point (5 in the 7-point Likert scale) for both events. Regarding legacy, the most 
optimistic expectation was related to tourism legacy for both events (M = 5.1, SD= 1.2 – for 
WC; and M = 5.2; SD= 1.1 – for OG). Respondents were most pessimistic about 
environmental legacy of the events (M= 2.9, SD= 1.3 – for WC; and M = 3.1; SD= 1.2 – for 
OG). Results of the omnibus test in the one-way MANOVA showed that the two groups of 
respondents (WC vs. OG) differed in support, expected legacy, and evaluations of the work 
of the organizers (Wilks’ Λ = .912; F (13,720) = 5.343; p< .001; partial η2 = 0.088; power = 
1.0).  
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Given the significance of the omnibus test, the univariate main effects were 
examined.  For univariate analyses, we control the Type I error inflation via Bonferroni 
correction. That is, instead of considering a p-value equal to or smaller than .05 as significant, 
we corrected this value based on the number of comparisons conducted and considered a p-
value equal to or smaller than 0.004 as significant. Significant univariate main effects for event 
(WC vs. OG) were found for all five dimensions of the work of the organizers, for two 
dimensions of expected of legacy (social and cultural legacy), and for support (Table 3). 
Respondents rated the work of the organizers, perceptions of social and cultural legacy, and 
support higher for the OG as compared to the OG. Although significant differences were 
found, the effect size was quite small for all these comparisons (see reported η2 in Table 3). 
Therefore, any conclusion about differences between the two groups of respondents (WC vs. 
OG) in their intentions of support, perceptions of social and cultural legacy, and evaluation of 
the work should be made with caution. 

Table 3 – Univariate main effects for event (World Cup vs. Olympic Games) 

Dependent Variable Event M SD SS F p η2 Power 

W
or

k 
of

 th
e 

O
rg

an
ize

rs
 

Sport Venues WC 3.70 1.58 55.923 23.970 <.001 0.032 0.998 OG 4.24 1.47 

Transportation WC 3.26 1.59 36.104 13.828 <.001 0.019 0.960 OG 3.64 1.64 

Communication WC 3.88 1.51 23.642 11.096 0.001 0.015 0.914 OG 4.21 1.40 

Security WC 3.30 1.62 55.185 20.595 <.001 0.027 0.995 OG 3.80 1.65 

Personnel WC 4.05 1.52 20.039 12.952 <.001 0.017 0.949 OG 4.42 1.47 

Le
ga

cie
s 

Economic WC 4.21 1.17 5.053 4.022 0.045 0.005 0.517 OG 4.33 1.07 

Tourism WC 5.06 1.21 7.079 5.347 0.021 0.007 0.637 OG 5.20 1.08 

Environmental WC 2.90 1.31 7.656 4.723 0.030 0.006 0.583 OG 3.11 1.22 

Structural WC 4.27 1.42 5.710 3.015 0.083 0.004 0.411 OG 4.40 1.32 

Social WC 4.49 1.47 75.071 39.690 <.001 0.051 1.000 OG 5.05 1.27 

Cultural WC 4.57 1.44 17.953 9.601 0.002 0.013 0.872 OG 4.80 1.30 

Psychological WC 4.09 1.40 11.252 6.054 0.014 0.008 0.690 OG 4.30 1.29 

 Support WC 4.42 1.88 41.512 12.704 <.001 0.017 0.945   OG 4.82 1.73 
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5. Discussion 

The purposes of the study were (a) to explore and describe the relationships among 
evaluation of the work of the organizers, expected legacy, and support for hosting the 2014 
WC and the 2016 OG; and (b) to compare Brazilians’ support for these two events. Drawing 
on social exchange theory (Blau & Scott, 1962), weproposed three structural modelsto 
investigate direct and indirect relationships among three constructs – work of the organizers, 
expected legacy, and support. 

This research was conducted in a pre-stage phase of the preparation to host the 2014 
WC and the 2016OG. Therefore, we could not count on actual evaluations of legacies. 
Rather, we counted on expectations of positive legacies to explain support for the events. 
Positive expectations of future have been described as a powerful instrument to create 
positive attitudes and behaviors in other contexts (Copeland, 1996). Results of this research 
confirmed that positive expectations can also be useful in the context of sport mega-events 
because a positive direct relationship existed between expectations of positive legacies and 
support. In this sense, we confirmed the usefulness of the social exchange theory, which 
supported models where expectations of positive legacies were exchanged by support for 
sport mega-events.  

Direct effects from work of the organizers to support were either non significant (for 
the WC sample) or significant but very small in size (for the OG sample). Although we did 
not find large direct relationships between work of the organizers and support, work of the 
organizers happened to be an important variable to explain variance in support indirectly, via 
expected legacy. The fully mediated model turned to be the most efficient and parsimonious 
way to represent the structural relationships among the constructs. This is a new contribution 
from this investigation because mediational models and formal tests for indirect effects to 
explain variance in support for sport mega-events had not been proposed in the literature so 
far.  

Moreover, using work of the organizers as an antecedent in mediational models 
improved the variance explained in support for sport events, when comparing this study with 
previous ones (Deccio & Baloglu, 2002; Gursoy & Kendall, 2006). This finding confirmed the 
hypothesis that people usepresent clues to evaluate future expected legacies. While previous 
studies (e.g., Deccio & Baloglu, 2002)have investigated the role of expected legacy in 
predicting support, this study went a step further and investigated the role of the actual work 
done by the organizers in preparation for hosting a sport event in predicting support for such 
events, via expected legacy. 

Therefore, results of this research add to the literature in improving our 
understanding of how support is fostered in host communities. The relationship between 
support and expected legacy has been proposed in the literature where some investigations 
have reported positive legacies as the desired end of all sport mega-events (Dickson et al., 2011; 
Preuss, 2007).  
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Meanwhile, previous pre-event studies (e.g., Ritchie et al., 2009) have assumed that 
people would be able to forecast future legacies and, consequently, have not tested the 
possible means people use to evaluate future legacies. Our findings indicated that respondents 
somehow considered the work of the organizers in preparation for the events as a means to 
evaluate desired ends of hosting a sport mega-event, that is, positive legacies to the local 
community. 

People have used concrete clues to create perceptions about future events in other 
contexts. For example, when consumers decide to buy a product, they consider product 
attributes to foresee future benefits they can get from buying it (Overby, Woodruff, & 
Gardial, 2005).Based on the means-end chain proposition (Gutman, 1982), respondents in 
this research might have behaved as “consumers” of sport mega-events as they used concrete 
clues to evaluate possible legacies and, consequently, deliver support. In other words, the 
respondents have harbored perceptions of desired ends (positive legacies) based on means 
(work done in preparation). 

Additionally, this research sought to compare students in their support for the two 
largest sport events in the world. Considering that soccer is so important in Brazilian sport 
culture and it has even been compared to a religion in the country (Bellos, 2002), one could 
imagine that FIFA 2014 WC should receive more support than the 2016 OG among 
Brazilians. Additionally, FIFA WC was hosted in twelve different cities, which represents a 
better opportunity to spread the benefits to the whole country as compared to the 2016 OG 
which will be hosted in only one city. Contrary to all this, descriptive statistics showed that 
respondents expressed a little more support for the OG than for the WC. A multivariate 
analysis showed significant differences in support, expected legacy, and evaluations of the 
work of the organizers for the events (WC vs. OG), but results of follow-up univariate 
analyses indicated that the effect size of these differences was quite small. Thus, we proposed 
that any statement about differences should be made with caution. In fact, results seem to 
indicate that students expressed their concerns about positive returns from sport mega-
events, disregarding the event. Being one the most educated segments of the Brazilian society, 
college students have access to information that the general population usually do not have 
(or do not even look for). The Brazilian and international press have often reported about 
corruption, diversion of money, social abuses, and delays in construction of facilities for both 
events(e.g., Moura, 2011; Romero, 2012). 

Considering the WC was scheduled to occur sooner than the OG, more criticism has 
been directed toward this event. Thus, students might have become quite skeptical about 
positive effects of both events, but even more about the WC. As most of the previous studies 
about legacies and support were conducted in developed nations (e.g., Chien, Ritchie, 
Shipway, & Henderson, 2012; Hiller & Wanner, 2011; Ohmann et al., 2006; B. W. Ritchie et 
al., 2009), this research adds to the sport event literature as it sheds new light on the process 
of getting support for sport mega-events in developing countries. Considering that many 
developing countries recently got the rights to host sport mega-events (e.g., South Africa, 
Brazil, and Russia hosted/will host the 2010, 2014, and 2018 FIFA World Cup, respectively), 
knowledge produced by this investigation can be useful for sport event scholars, 
governments, and event managers as well. 
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Our findings showed that students of a developing country (Brazil) seemed to be a 
little bit more sensitive to opportunity costs of sport mega-events than residents of developed 
nations, which confirms Matheson and Baade’s (2004) hypothesis that opportunity costs are 
higher for developing countries. Brazilian students seem less willing to deliver support when 
compared to London (Ritchie et al., 2009), Vancouver (Hiller & Wanner, 2011), or  Salt Lake 
City’s (Gursoy & Kendall, 2006) residents. We have to conduct this comparison with caution 
because we are comparing students in Brazil with residents in other countries. 

From a practical point view, in order to improve support, it would be important to 
enhance the evaluations of the work of the organizers in preparation for the events. 
Organizers of the 2014 WC and 2016 OG should take some practical actions to enhance this 
evaluation, such as respecting the deadlines for construction of sport arenas and 
infrastructural improvements. At the same time, organizers should be concerned about 
construction and improvements that will become useful to the public as soon as possible. For 
example, transportation improvements are necessary to host mega-events and can be useful to 
local residents even before the event. In the present research, evaluation of improvements in 
transportation received the lowest scores when compared to all other duties of the organizers 
(see Table 1). Clearly, organizers should be concerned about having airports, roads, and 
public transportation ready years before the events, which could increase perceptions of 
legacy and support for the events. Checking the results more carefully, we can also note that 
another issue of people’s concern was the safety and security involving the events. Safety and 
security is always matter of concern in Brazil. However, in times of big events, such concerns 
seem to be augmented. If organizers and the local government work together to reduce crime, 
disorder, and fear, people should feel more confident that sport mega-events can happen 
without major safety problems, and consequently, may express more positive attitudes and 
support for such events. 

Another practical implication stemming from the results includes presenting clear 
and objective public reports that inform people what has been done, how much money has 
been used, and the benefits the Brazilian population will derive as a result. It is noteworthy 
that since January 2011, the Brazilian government has offered online balance sheets explaining 
expenditures in urban mobility, ports, airports, and sport venues related to the 2014 WC 
(http://www.copa2014.gov.br). However, people not directly interested in sport mega-events 
very rarely look for this type of information. Popular television and radio stations are the 
natural means for organizers to communicate about what they have done. However, a variety 
of other communication means could be also used (e.g., internet and social media). Even 
more specifically, considering the stratum of the population investigated in this study, 
organizers of the sport mega-events could go to universities and establish close contact with 
students and faculty.  

These are important stakeholders, not only to serve as volunteers, but also to spread 
the news about what has been done to prepare the country to receive such important events. 
Faculty and university students are natural opinion leaders, who have great influence on the 
rest of population. To the best of our knowledge, organizers of both events have not made 
any effort so far to establish direct communication with Brazilian universities. Literature has 
supported such practical suggestions.  
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For instance, Chien et al. (2012) noticed that in the field of relationship management, 
publicity has been a powerful instrument in improving public opinion about sport mega-
events. Ritchie et al. (2009) proposed a “proactive use of the media” to communicate 
community improvements to the residents and increase the overall support for the event. 

5.1. Limitations and Future Research 

While this study is the first to use a multidimensional conceptualization of legacy and 
examine its mediational role to explain support for sport mega-events, it has some limitations.  

First, a purposive sample of students was used to investigate psychometric properties 
of the scales and, ultimately, to describe structural relationships among variables. Although 
the sample was quite large and measures to control for non-response error have been applied, 
results of the study cannot be extrapolated to the entire Brazilian population. Additionally, we 
investigated a sample of non-host city student residents only. Despite the fact that spillover 
impacts of mega-events are very important (Leeds, 2008), some impacts of hosting sport 
mega-events are better felt by residents of host cities. For example, most of the structural 
improvements are made in the host cities because they will receive large number of tourists. 
Therefore, ideally, future studies should ideally investigate a random sample of the host cities. 
Future investigations should also consider surveying different strata of the Brazilian society. 
According to the strategic constituencies approach (Connolly, Conlon, & Deutsch, 1980), 
effectiveness depends on multiple stakeholders’ interests. Considering the dimension and the 
amount of money invested in OG and WC, support of multiple stakeholders is mandatory to 
obtain the best possible results. Some suggestions would be to hear the opinion of politicians, 
who play an important role in regard to use of public money, and businessmen, who could 
describe some impacts on their business as a consequence of the preparation and actual 
hosting processes. 

In the current investigation we proposed only one antecedent and one mediator to 
explain variance in support. Although the present study model showed improvements in 
comparison to previous investigations (Gursoy & Kendall, 2006) in terms of variance 
explained, other variables may explain extra variance in support. In order to propose other 
antecedents for support, one could look to different theoretical frameworks. The social 
exchange theory has largely been used to explain support for sport mega-events(Kim et al., 
2006; Ritchie et al., 2009; Yoon et al., 2001). However, some scholars (e.g., Pearce, Moscardo, 
& Ross, 1996) have preferred to use alternative theories to understand residents’ attitudes. 
Pearce et al. have pointed that the social representation theory (Moscovici, 1981) offers a 
better theoretical background to understand residents’ attitudes. This theory posits that 
attitudes are constructed based on the representations residents have about something (e.g., 
sport mega-events); such representations are formed from information from a variety of 
sources (e.g., media, social contacts). The use of social representation theory should indicate 
alternative antecedents for support, such as media influence, previous participation in sport 
events, and professional links with sport or tourism. 

Previous studies have investigated both positive and negative facets of legacy (e.g., 
Kim & Petrick, 2005; Ritchie et al., 2009; Zhou &Ap, 2009).  
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However, in investigations testing specifically the role of legacy as an antecedent of 
support, Deccio and Baloglu (2002) and Gursoy and Kendall (2006) did not find support for 
the (negative) relationships between negative legacies(e.g., traffic problems) and support for a 
sport mega-event. Although previous studies have not found significant relationships between 
negative legacy and support, future studies on mega-events in Brazil should measure 
perceptions of negative legacy. As many facilities have been constructed from scratch for 
both the 2014 World Cup and the 2016 Olympic Games, negative impacts, such as disruption 
to daily live of local residents, debts from construction, and people displacement may have a 
negative effect on people’s support.  

This research was concerned with antecedents of support, but not with consequences 
of it. We considered support as the dependent variable of our study, based on previous 
investigations, which asserted that local residents’ support is one of the most important 
variable when countries/cities want to organize sport events with positive impacts for the 
host community(e.g., Gursoy & Kendall, 2006; Ritchie et al., 2009). Therefore, we cannot say 
whether those who express attitudes of support will actively engage in political or social 
activism for the events. Nor can we say whether those less supportive will protest against the 
events, because we did not test it. This was beyond the scope of this investigation. 
Nevertheless, consequences of support (or lack of it) can be a very important topic for future 
studies. Moving from investigating attitudes’ to behaviors’ may help us understand the 
importance of popular support for organizing and staging sport mega-events, mainly in this 
new era, when social manifestations against such events seem to happen more frequently than 
ever. 6.  
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