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Abstract: The analysis of the social perception of citizens and evaluations of the impact of sport
tourism and their support for tourism development can be of great use in the formulation of policies
aimed at social cohesion and local development. These actions favor social participation and inclusion,
equal opportunities, and more positive attitudes towards sports tourism and inclusive sport. This
study aims to analyze the perception and predisposition towards the support of citizens on the
impact of sport tourism from a multidimensional perspective. Specifically, this study evaluates the
social perception on four measures: social impact, cultural impact, environmental impact, and local
policies. The sample of this study is composed of 607 people living in Gran Canaria. A survey with
two scales were used, one on the perception of the social, cultural, environmental, economic, and
political–administrative impact and the other was on the predisposition to support the development
of sport tourism from the perspective of sustainable and inclusive social development. Using the
partial least square methodology, the results show that all the study variables were significant except
for social impact. It is concluded that there is a favorable social perception towards sport tourism.
The results of this study might have a effect on the planning of the tourism sector in Gran Canaria as
well as on the policies and regulations governing this activity.

Keywords: residents perception; social impact; sustainable development; inclusion; sports tourism

1. Introduction

The promotion and development of tourism are generally perceived as a large source
of income, new jobs, and changes and improvements in community infrastructures. This
fact constitutes a pole of attraction for other industries and, consequently, conditions their
subsequent development. It can be affirmed that tourist activity has a global effect on
the host populations [1]. Tourism activity has not been left out in its relationship with
sport, the latter being one of the areas of most remarkable growth in tourism at present.
Sports tourism accounts for an essential part of the income in this sector at a global level.
Sports tourism has been defined as a leisure trip whereby individuals temporarily leave
their place of residence to participate in physical sporting activities, to view physical
sporting activities, or to visit attractions associated with physical sporting activities [2–4].
Different studies highlight that, in general, local residents express favorable attitudes towards
tourism [5–7]. A deeper understanding from the resident’s point of view is needed to enable
the governments involved to plan more effectively for the future of tourism. Information
on residents’ perceptions, as well as assessments of the impact of tourism activity and their
support for tourism development, can be of great use in formulating tourism plans and
policies, not only to gain residents’ support for tourism but also to implement sustainable
development of the sector [8].
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Social exchange theory has been considered one of the most appropriate frameworks
for understanding residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts [9]. One of the advantages of
using social exchange theory is that it can explain both positive and negative perceptions,
as well as examine residents’ relationships at both the individual and collective levels [10].
Hence, social exchange theory is considered as an important sociological conceptual ap-
proach to the study of tourism–community relations, and is concerned with understanding
the exchange of resources between the two parties in a situation of interaction, where
the objects offered for exchange have value and are measurable and there is a mutual
management of rewards and costs between the actors [4,11].

The reasons why the field of sports tourism has not progressed as quickly as expected
may be due to the fact that the vast majority of contributions have focused on general
theories rather than theories specific to sports tourism [2,3]. In relation to tourism, there is a
recognized need for a multidimensional framework for sport tourism research, a framework
that recognizes time, space, and sport as an activity [12]. Commonly, contributions on
the impacts associated with sport tourism have been analyzed from a multidimensional
perspective, related to aspects encompassed within the different categories described in the
literature in reference to residents’ perceptions [13].

As indicated by [4,14,15], the impacts associated with tourism have been investigated,
generally from an economic and environmental perspective. The socio-cultural impacts
associated with this activity have also been frequently investigated. Some studies have
delved into the impacts associated with residents’ perceptions of the impact of tourism
on the community with multidimensional scales [16,17] or have developed theoretical
frameworks for the evaluation of this type of impacts on the community [4,11].

For their part, Ref. [18] classify these impacts into economic, environmental, and
social. The authors of [15], in their study on the impacts received by residents in India-
Naples (USA), revealed after an exploratory factor analysis that the impacts associated
with tourism, sports explicitly tourism, can be structured into four factors: social benefits,
environmental benefits, economic benefits, and generally negative impacts.

The economic impacts associated with sport tourism have had a notable impact on
the relationship between these elements [10,19,20], affecting the communities that develop
this type of activity. Likewise, tourism is commonly associated with new employment
opportunities for local residents [21,22], generating an important source of income [23]
as well as the creation of business opportunities in the locality [24]. These circumstances
derive from the empowerment of the local economy [25]. Similarly, the impacts of tourism
on the locality translate into an improvement of infrastructure and facilities [26], which
translates into an increase in the quality of life of the resident inhabitants [27,28]. At the
same time, there are negative impacts associated with the development of tourism, such as
an increase in the cost of living [29–31], which in turn can affect temporary employment
and unemployment [29], together with an increase in price inflation [32].

The social impact on the community associated with sports tourism is associated with
changes in moral and social norms and values [2,33,34]. Social impacts are commonly
associated with a positive influence on the services offered by the community to its inhabi-
tants [23,35], allowing the creation of new leisure opportunities [36,37]. On the other hand,
social impacts can also be associated with other more negative events, such as the produc-
tion of urban congestion [30,38], increased public insecurity [25,26], overcrowding in certain
localities [38–40] or public facilities [25,32], or environmental and noise pollution [41].

Tourism researchers are often interested in variables that are not easily observed
and measured in reality. Consequently, researchers rely on indicators to measure the
variables of interest to them. However, the indicators used in tourism research are only
an approximation of reality. They not only reflect the latent variable they are intended
to measure but also contain measurement errors. That is why all indicators in the model
contain an element of error, so measuring this threatens the validity of the research findings,
particularly when the concepts used by the researcher are abstract to measure [7] (e.g.,
impacts associated with active-sport tourism). Measurement errors artificially attenuate the



Sustainability 2022, 14, 1232 3 of 15

estimate of the relationship between the independent variable and the dependent variable
and affect the entire model.

The tourism sector, especially in the active sports sector, whose activities occur in
nature, has a great responsibility in its relationship with the environment. Sometimes,
these activities can be aggressive with natural resources if they are not carried out in
the right places and with the necessary measures to ensure that they do not harm the
environment [42]. According to [43], it must be designed and managed sustainably for
successful tourism development to occur. Regarding the environmental impacts associated
with tourism development, several studies indicate that these have a reinforcing effect on
preserving natural resources and improving different aspects associated with the environ-
ment [29,35]. On the other hand, other studies point to the generation of tourism-related
pollution [10,30,35] or a decrease in the available natural habitat [44]. As [43] points out, the
importance of tourism within the framework of sustainability, despite the intensification
of negative impacts, could bring quality to the exchange between residents and tourists if
approached within appropriate margins, preserving and maintaining the environment and
the culture of the localities and the economic and social well-being of the residents. The
conservation of the environment of nature at the municipal level, regarding tourism plan-
ning also towards sustainable management of the environment, is sometimes confronted
with the desire of the agents associated with tourism activity to operate only following the
principles of economic development [45].

For this reason, it is essential not only to raise awareness among entrepreneurs of
the principles of environmental sustainability but also to encourage governments to act
by regulating these activities with actions that are less and less harmful to the natural
environment in which they take place [17,46]. Improving innovation and environmental
performance in the tourism sector is essential, and tourism companies often lead to new
approaches. However, legislation is required, as self-regulation and ecological certification
are ineffective [46,47]. Despite this uncertainty, it is clear that traditional tourism is still far
from being considered sustainable, so it is necessary to implement policies that support the
sustainable development of the destination [17,48,49].

Understanding local residents’ support for tourism development is essential for local
governments, policy makers, and businesses. The success and sustainability of any activity
being developed depend on local policymakers’ support [50–52]. This is why researchers
have explored the factors that could influence these perceived impacts and subsequent
support for development [37]. Within a specific setting, Ref. [20,53] noted that the sup-
port and involvement of local residents are crucial for the sustainable development of the
tourism industry. Consequently, residents perceive the positive effects of tourism more
strongly than the negative ones, which helps explain their support for tourism develop-
ment. Thus, gaining residents’ support could emerge as a key task for managers responsible
for tourism planning and development [35]. Regarding residents’ perceptions, several
authors [17,53,54] found that critical personal development is controlled for residents with
positive perceptions of tourism development, who also support specific tourism devel-
opment policies. This support can be enhanced by improving the standard of living and
safety of residents and tourists, benefiting local residents economically, and encouraging a
variety of cultural activities through the development of a range of tourism projects, such
as seasonal cultural and folkloric events, inclusive sports and outdoor recreational facilities
and activities, as well as meetings, incentives, conventions, and exhibitions [14,27,30,39].
Additionally, economic impacts remain an essential factor in supporting development while
perceived costs significantly and negatively influence support for tourism development [10,53].
Therefore, there is a need for tourism planners to tailor their decisions to the needs of the
community [43]. This will increase community support, which is an essential component
for the success of sport tourism at the destination [39,53,54].

Therefore, the purpose of this study is to know the perceptions of residents on sports
tourism developed on the island of Gran Canaria. In addition, it analyzes their predis-
position to support the development of the sector. Specifically, this study evaluates the
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perception of citizens in five dimensions: social impact, cultural impact, environmental
impact, and impact on local policies.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Participants

The sample of this study is composed of a total of 607 persons residing in Gran
Canaria. The total population of Gran Canaria is 855,521 inhabitants (2020). According
to data published by the Canary Islands Institute of Statistics, in 2020, there was a total
of 748,849 inhabitants over 15 years of age. Those surveyed were with an average age
of 36 years (M = 35.90; SD = 13.82), ranging from 18 to 86 years of age. In turn, 50.50%
of the respondents were women compared to 49.50% of the male respondents. It should
be noted that a stratified random sampling based on sex was used for the study, which
meant that some of the population groups were excluded or underrepresented in the overall
sample [47]. In this study, with a population sample of 727,124 residents (2018), the final size
of 607 residents determined a confidence level of 95%, with a range of error of 3.9%. During
sample collection, an attempt was made to minimize this effect, paying particular attention
to the sociodemographic variables, including the variable municipality of residence, so that
the sample would be distributed throughout all the large municipalities of the island. Of
the sample, 67% reported doing some type of sport, compared to 33% who reported not
doing any type of sporting activity. A total of 42.8% had university studies. A total of 38.5%
completed secondary education. A total of 16.2% of those surveyed reported having only
primary education and only 2.3% said they had no education at all. Considering the income
level of the sample, slightly more than half of the respondents (57.8%) indicated having
an annual family income of less than 12,000 euros. Some 23.5% of respondents indicated
that their income was between €12,001 and €18,000, while 18.7% of respondents indicated
that their annual income was above €18,001. As for the geographic location of residence of
the respondents in Gran Canaria, 50.8% of the respondents stated that they lived in urban
areas, while 28.4% indicated that they lived in coastal areas and 20.8% of the respondents
indicated that they lived in rural areas of the island.

2.2. Procedure

The sample was collected by means of proportional stratified sampling by sex quota,
where the last sampling unit was the municipality. In the present work, the sampling
frame was all residents of legal age whose residence is on the island of Gran Canaria. For
this reason, the study used a systematic random selection to extract the sample, based
on the explicit rule of taking the sample in different points of Gran Canaria, following a
predetermined route in each of the municipalities, emphasizing the number of residents
of the municipality to obtain the sample, making a bias proportional to the percentage of
residents on the island according to sex, as well as attending to a greater extent to the areas
where there is a higher population density or tourist activity.

A self-administered survey was hand-delivered to randomly selected residents by
the researcher and a team of collaborators previously instructed for the task. Prior to
completing the questionnaire, each respondent had been informed of the purpose of the
study, as well as that the data completed would be completely anonymous. In addition,
confidentiality was guaranteed by omitting any information that was not necessary for the
purpose of the study. Respondents were also informed of the possibility of not answering
any question that they felt might infringe on their anonymity. The areas where the sample
was collected were selected by systematic sampling with a previously selected collection
point. Specifically, the sample collection area was selected on the basis of a series of
characteristics such as the affluence of residents and proximity to tourist points. On the
other hand, an attempt was made to distribute the sample selection sites over as much of
the island as possible.
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2.3. Instruments

The instrument is composed of different scales measuring residents’ perceptions of
sports tourism’s economic, social, cultural, environmental, political, and administrative
impacts [1,3,55–57]. The scale has been previously validated [54]. Additonally, a scale
designed to measure the predisposition to support the development of sport tourism by
residents was used [39]. The reliability of the scales was determined by Cronbach’s alpha
analysis, being in all scales above the cut-off point set at 0.70 [58]. The measures have
been taken through a five-point Likert scale, where 1 means strongly disagree and 5 means
strongly agree. The scale is composed of 21 items.

a. Economic impact (three items)
b. Cultural impact (three items)
c. Political–administrative impacts (three items)
d. Social impacts (three items)
e. Environmental impacts (three items)
f. Support (six items)

2.4. Data Analysis

The SmartPLS statistical package has been used to evaluate the model using the
Partial Least Square (PLS) method, which employs a two-stage analysis approach: first, an
evaluation of the measurement model, and second, a structural evaluation of the model.
In the first stage of the analysis, the acceptability of the measurement model must be
confirmed [59]. The evaluation of the measurement model involves an assessment of the
validity and reliability of the latent variables. The validity, in turn, comprises two types:
convergent and discriminant. Assessing the reliability and validity of the model involves
assessing the relationships between the latent variables and their associated items, which is
performed through two key coefficients: composite reliability (CR) and average variance
extracted (AVE) [58].

When assessing the reliability of a model, the loading of each indicator on its associated
latent variable, checked against a threshold, should be taken into account. In general, the
loading should be greater than 0.70 for the reliability of the indicator to be considered
acceptable [58]. Likewise, a loading below 0.40 indicates that the item should be considered
for deletion, and items with loadings between 0.40–0.70 should be considered for deletion
if they increase the CR and AVE above the established threshold [58,60]. Cronbach’s alpha
values were used to measure the reliability of the indicator.

The previously described Fornell–Larcker criterion must be met to establish discrimi-
nant validity. The square root of the AVE for each construct must be greater than all the
correlations between the other constructs in the model [60–62]. In addition, the heterotrait–
monotrait ratio (HTMT), recently established as a superior criterion compared to more tradi-
tional evaluation methods such as the Fornell–Larcker criterion, has been calculated [59,60].
The variance inflation factor (VIF) has been calculated with regression analysis to rule
out multicollinearity problems. A VIF greater than ten indicates a multicollinearity prob-
lem [61].

In the second stage of analysis, the structural model was evaluated using the R2 value
as an indication of the model’s explanatory power [62]. In addition, SRMR values were
calculated as an approximate model suitable for PLS-SEM [60]. An SRMR value of less
than 0.08 can be considered acceptable for PLS-SEM [60].

3. Results

Regarding the results of this study, Table 1 shows the mean rating of residents’ opinions
on different scales. The average score for observing the economic impact is 4.03 (SD = 0.83),
out of 5 points. This means that the respondents have a positive attitude towards the
economic impact of sports tourism in Gran Canaria. On the other hand, regarding the
positive direction of the ratings, the lowest evaluation of the perceived impact is related to



Sustainability 2022, 14, 1232 6 of 15

the impacts associated with the co-community culture, with an average of 3.60 (SD = 0.89),
out of a total of five points.

Table 1. Mean scores, asymmetry, kurtosis, and Cronbach’s alpha of the impact scales associated
with residents’ perceptions.

Complete Survey (α = 0.79) Mean (SD) Asymmetry Kurtosis

Economic Impacts: α = 0.79
Sports tourism brings more economic investment to the community 4.12 (0.96) −0.94 0.40

Sports tourism helps to improve the economic situation for many residents in
this community. 3.89 (1.04) −0.66 −0.28

Sports tourism creates market opportunity and attracts foreign investment in
Gran Canaria 4.09 (0.96) −0.91 0.28

Cultural Impacts: α = 0.74
Sports tourism fosters a variety of cultural activities and events for local residents. 3.65 (1.07) −0.45 −0.49
Sports tourism helps keep culture alive and helps maintain the ethnic identity of

local residents. 3.33 (1.18) −0.20 −0.80

Sports tourism has led to a greater cultural exchange between tourists and residents as an
enriching experience. 3.84 (1.02) −0.62 −0.21

Political–administrative impacts: α = 0.81
Sports tourism industry must plan for the future 4.19 (0.90) −0.96 0.61

Tourism-sport development plans must be continuously improved. 4.35 (0.86) −1.40 1.84
I think the island should make an effort to attract more sports tourists. 4.23 (0.99) −0.86 1.61

Social Impacts: α = 0.78
Sports tourism generates social problems such as delinquency, drug consumption . . . 1.79 (1.15) 1.40 0.87

Sports tourism creates conflicts between residents and visitors 1.97 (1.16) 1.03 0.07
Residents suffer the consequences of sports tourism by living in a tourist destination area. 2.36 (1.23) 0.54 −0.67

Environmental Impacts: α = 0.82
Sports tourism pollutes the environment and accelerates its deterioration. 2.21 (1.23) 0.71 −0.54

Sports tourism generates noise, air, and water pollution. 2.25 (1.20) 0.62 −0.61
Regulatory environmental standards are needed to reduce the negative impacts of sports

tourism development. 3.19 (1.38) −0.22 −1.14

Sports tourism consumes a large amount of natural resources (water, energy, etc.). 2.65 (1.24) 0.24 −0.91

Source: Prepared by the authors. Note. α = Cronbach’s alpha; SD = standard deviation.

Likewise, regarding political–administrative influence, the three-item scale has an
average of 4.26 (SD = 0.78) among the five items. In relation to social impacts, an average
of 2.04 points (out of five points) was obtained. Finally, environmental cost is the negative
dimension with the highest score, with an average of 2.37 (SD = 1.07), with a maximum
score of 5.

Table 2 presents the results obtained for the size of the association of the population to
sport tourism. The total Cronbach’s alpha for this scale is 0.81, a value that indicates the
excellent reliability of the scale. After analyzing the respondents’ answers, a mean of 3.99
out of five was received, with a standard deviation (SD) of 0.77.

Table 2. Mean scores, asymmetry, kurtosis, and Cronbach’s alpha of the scale of support for the
development of sport tourism in the community.

Support (α = 0.81) Mean (SD) Asymmetry Kurtosis

I would like to see more tourists doing sporting activities in Gran Canaria. 3.98 (1.01) −0.851 0.246
Support for sports tourism to play a key economic role in Gran Canaria 4.09 (0.99) −0.995 0.551

Support for the development of sport-tourism events/programmes/services (e.g., recreational
facilities, exhibitions, sporting events, events, etc.) 4.28 (0.93) −1.32 1.345

In general, I support the development of tourism through water-based tourism. 4.00 (0.98) −0.852 0.273
In general, I support the development of golf tourism on the island. 3.21 (1.43) −0,231 −1.22

In general, I support the development of nature tourism on the island (hiking, cycling tourism. . . ). 4.35 (0.92) −1.68 2.93
Total 3.99 (0.77) −0.99 1.41

Source: Prepared by the authors. Note. α = Cronbach’s alpha; SD = standard deviation.
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The results obtained from the analysis of the relationship between the impacts associ-
ated with residents’ perception of sports tourism and their predisposition to support its
development in the community will be presented below. For this purpose, the model will be
developed using PLS-SEM using a two-stage analysis approach. First, an evaluation of the
measurement model is carried out, and then the structural model evaluation is completed.

3.1. Evaluation of the Measurement Model

The measurement model used in this study included the five associated impact vari-
ables extracted from the previous study [54]: economic impact, cultural impact, political–
administrative impact, social impact, and environmental impact of residents on sports
tourism development.

Cronbach’s Alpha values measuring the factor loadings recorded were above the
recommended threshold of 0.70. The reliability coefficient (FC) is also used to assess
construct reliability and should be greater than 0.70 to establish construct reliability [61].
Table 3 indicates that the FC for all latent variables in the measurement model for both
groups was greater than 0.70. These results indicate that the measurement model has
acceptable reliability.

Table 3. Constructs, indicators, factor loadings, Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability, and AVE.

Constructs Indicators λ A FC AVE

ECI 0.79 0.88 0.70
Sports tourism brings more economic investment to the community 0.85

Sports tourism helps to improve the economic situation for many residents in this community. 0.83
Sports tourism creates market opportunity and attracts foreign investment in Gran Canaria 0.83

CI 0.74 0.85 0.66
Sports tourism fosters a variety of cultural activities and events for local residents. 0.77

Sports tourism helps keep culture alive and helps maintain the ethnic identity of local residents. 0.79
Sports tourism has led to a greater cultural exchange between tourists and residents as an

enriching experience. 0.88

PAI 0.81 0.89 0.72
Sports tourism industry must plan for the future 0.83

Tourism–sport development plans must be continuously improved. 0.86
I think the island should make an effort to attract more sports tourists. 0.86

SI 0.78 0.87 0.70
Sports tourism generates social problems such as crime, drug abuse . . . . 0.84

Sports tourism creates conflicts between residents and visitors 0.91
Residents suffer the consequences of sports tourism by living in a tourist destination area. 0.74

EI 0.85 0.91 0.76
Sports tourism causes environmental pollution and accelerates the deterioration of

the environment. 0.91

Sports tourism generates noise, air, and water pollution. 0.92
Regulatory environmental standards are needed to reduce the negative impacts of sports

tourism development. 0.79

S 0.86 0.90 0.59
I would like to see more tourists doing sporting activities in Gran Canaria. 0.78

Support for sports tourism to play a key economic role in Gran Canaria 0.83
Support for the development of sport-tourism events/programmes/services (e.g., recreational

facilities, exhibitions, sporting events, events, etc.) 0.85

In general, I support the development of tourism through water-based tourism. 0.81
In general, I support the development of golf tourism on the island. 0.52

In general, I support the development of nature tourism on the island (hiking, cycling tourism . . . ). 0.78

Note: ECI = economic impact; CI = cultural impact; PAI = political–administrative impact; SI = social impact;
EI = environmental impact; AP = support.

To assess the convergent validity of the measurement model for both groups, the
AVE of the latent variables must also be greater than 0.50 for its convergent validity to be
considered acceptable [59]. Table 3 shows that the AVE of the constructs was greater than
0.50; therefore, the convergent validity was acceptable.

Discriminant validity is the extent to which each latent variable is different from other
constructs in the model [60]. To establish discriminant validity, the square root of the AVE
for each construct must be greater than all correlations between the constructs and the other
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constructs in the model to meet the Fornell–Larcker criterion [60]. As a criterion, HTMT
values are compared with a predefined threshold: discriminant validity is lacking if the
HTMT value is higher than this threshold. Previous studies have suggested constructing
thresholds below 0.85 or 0.90 for the HTMT to establish discriminant validity [59].

The results of the discriminant evaluation of the discriminant validity of the measure-
ment model using the Fornell–Larcker criterion (Table 4) and the HTMT relation (Table 5)
are shown below and indicate that the model has acceptable discriminant validity.

Table 4. Correlations of the variables under study.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1. ECI 0.84
2. CI 0.39 0.81

3. PAI 0.44 0.29 0.85
4. SI −0.17 −0.07 0.37 0.84
5. EI −0.04 −0.30 −0.20 0.57 0.87
6. S 0.47 0.47 0.59 −0.34 −0.30 0.77

Note: The value of the root of AVE is indicated in bold in the diagonal. ECI = economic impact; CI = cultural
impact; PAI = political–administrative impact; SI = social impact; EI = environmental impact; AP = support.

Table 5. Heterotrait–monotrait ratio (HTMT).

1 2 3 4 5 6

1. ECI
2. CI 0.50

3. PAI 0.53 0.33
4. SI 0.21 0.12 0.45
5. EI 0.06 0.10 0.22 0.69
6. S 0.56 0.58 0.66 0.41 0.33

Note: ECI = aconomic impact; CI = cultural impact; PAI = political–administrative impact; SI = social impact;
EI = environmental impact; AP = support.

3.2. Evaluation of the Structural Model

As can be seen in Figure 1, the R2 value was 0.497. An R2 value of 0.20 is relatively high
and acceptable by behavioral research standards [63]. Table 6 shows the path coefficients:

Sustainability 2022, 14, 1232 10 of 16 
 

 
Figure 1. Support prediction model with the PLS statistical. 

4. Discussion 
The authors of [51] state that residents should contribute with their participation in 

the different levels of planning, development, and implementation of tourism activities to 
help and extend their hospitality to tourists. All this should be undertaken during the 
exchange produced in the process of coexistence [31]. 

Social exchange theory has frequently been used to understand residents’ percep-
tions of tourism impacts [10,14,48]. This research follows this theory to interpret the re-
sults obtained. As stated in the literature [64], social exchange theory allows explaining 
both positive and negative perceptions [10,31]. In our research, it is clear that the percep-
tions of the residents of Gran Canaria are also that way. 

Concerning the impacts of sports tourism on the locality, [11] emphasizes that, firstly, 
sport tourism improves and differentiates the tourism offer of a locality or area. These 
activities can be carried out in coastal and inland areas, thus contributing to promoting 
this type of alternative tourism. Likewise, concerning those activities that are usually car-
ried out in a natural environment, a series of factors must be taken into account: positive, 
in terms of the promotion of tourism, economic activity, and local development in the 
area, or an alternative and attractive offer to the user, but also harmful, such as the inevi-
table degradation of the environment and possible overcrowding of areas that do not have 
the necessary infrastructure [23,41]. There is a need for collaboration between public in-
stitutions and private companies when investing, financing, and promoting this type of 
action, without forgetting the link with culture and even with the cultural heritage of the 
locality [18]. 

Frequently, most research has focused on observations of tourism in general, without 
focusing on the field of sports tourism [2,47]. Thus, our work focused its observation on 
the specific field of sports tourism. Thus, this is perceived from a multidimensional per-
spective in a similar way to previous research [12,13]. In this way, economic, social, cul-
tural, environmental, and political–administrative impacts exert an effect on support, 
these being a tool with enormous potential to take advantage of tourism as part of a com-
munity development strategy [23]. Some studies have delved into the impacts associated 
with residents’ perceptions of the impact of tourism on the community with multidimen-
sional scales [11,16] or have developed theoretical frameworks for the evaluation of this 
type of community impacts [9,12]. 

In general terms, the residents of Gran Canaria consider that sports tourism produces 
more benefits than detriments in the locality. The positive perception that the local popu-
lation has of the impacts that tourism causes or could cause in the locality leads to a fa-
vorable attitude towards more significant tourism development oriented towards the 

Figure 1. Support prediction model with the PLS statistical.



Sustainability 2022, 14, 1232 9 of 15

Table 6. Path coefficients (pc).

Path Coefficients (pc)

ECI > S 0.189 *
CI > S 0.271 *

PAI > S 0.369 *
SI > S −0.067
EI > S −0.154 *

Note: ECI = economic impact; CI = cultural impact; PAI = political–administrative impact; SI = social impact;
EI = environmental impact; AP = support. * p ≤ 0.05.

Additionally, an SRMR value of less than 0.08 can be considered acceptable for PLS-
SEM [63]. The results revealed that the SRMR model conformed to values of 0.65.

4. Discussion

The authors of [51] state that residents should contribute with their participation in
the different levels of planning, development, and implementation of tourism activities
to help and extend their hospitality to tourists. All this should be undertaken during the
exchange produced in the process of coexistence [31].

Social exchange theory has frequently been used to understand residents’ perceptions
of tourism impacts [10,14,48]. This research follows this theory to interpret the results
obtained. As stated in the literature [64], social exchange theory allows explaining both
positive and negative perceptions [10,31]. In our research, it is clear that the perceptions of
the residents of Gran Canaria are also that way.

Concerning the impacts of sports tourism on the locality, Ref. [11] emphasizes that,
firstly, sport tourism improves and differentiates the tourism offer of a locality or area. These
activities can be carried out in coastal and inland areas, thus contributing to promoting this
type of alternative tourism. Likewise, concerning those activities that are usually carried
out in a natural environment, a series of factors must be taken into account: positive, in
terms of the promotion of tourism, economic activity, and local development in the area,
or an alternative and attractive offer to the user, but also harmful, such as the inevitable
degradation of the environment and possible overcrowding of areas that do not have
the necessary infrastructure [23,41]. There is a need for collaboration between public
institutions and private companies when investing, financing, and promoting this type of
action, without forgetting the link with culture and even with the cultural heritage of the
locality [18].

Frequently, most research has focused on observations of tourism in general, without
focusing on the field of sports tourism [2,47]. Thus, our work focused its observation on the
specific field of sports tourism. Thus, this is perceived from a multidimensional perspective
in a similar way to previous research [12,13]. In this way, economic, social, cultural,
environmental, and political–administrative impacts exert an effect on support, these being
a tool with enormous potential to take advantage of tourism as part of a community
development strategy [23]. Some studies have delved into the impacts associated with
residents’ perceptions of the impact of tourism on the community with multidimensional
scales [11,16] or have developed theoretical frameworks for the evaluation of this type of
community impacts [9,12].

In general terms, the residents of Gran Canaria consider that sports tourism produces
more benefits than detriments in the locality. The positive perception that the local popula-
tion has of the impacts that tourism causes or could cause in the locality leads to a favorable
attitude towards more significant tourism development oriented towards the sports sector.
This result coincides with that obtained by various studies [43,47] on the perceptions and
attitudes of residents regarding the impact of tourism. These studies show that residents
are clearly in favor of more remarkable tourism development because they consider it
beneficial; however, they are consistent with the negative impacts it causes.

The literature suggests a positive relationship between factors associated with per-
ceived positive impacts and residents’ support for tourism development. These reflect
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the standard view of tourism as a tool for economic prosperity and community develop-
ment. They are consistent with the findings of [65], which indicate that, when residents
have a better perception of positive social, cultural, environmental, and economic impacts,
they support tourism development. For their part, Ref. [66] note in their study that, in
the United States, residents’ perceptions of positive socio-cultural and economic impacts
positively affect support for tourism development. The authors of [67] point out that the
positive impacts derived from tourism development will directly impact the economy (in-
creased employment opportunities; improved investment, more development, and better
infrastructure; and improved income and standard of living).

In addition, Ref. [19] found that perceived positive social and economic impacts
directly relate to residents’ support for tourism development on the Sunshine Coast, Aus-
tralia. In the present work, economic, cultural, and political–administrative impacts were
positively related to support for sports tourism development in the community.

In turn, and similar to the results obtained in the analysis of residents’ perceptions
in Gran Canaria, Ref. [68] indicate that residents’ negative perceptions of tourism and
environmental impacts negatively influence support for tourism development. This is also
consistent with the findings of [66,69] who found a negative relationship between residents’
perceptions of the negative impacts of tourism and support for tourism development. On
the contrary, Ref. [32] indicates that, even when residents recognize the negative impacts
of tourism, they continue to support tourism development, a case similar to that of the
residents of Gran Canaria. Despite recognizing the negative impacts associated with the
activity in question, the latter highly value the development of sport tourism.

Similar to residents’ perceptions in Gran Canaria, Ref. [68] suggest that there is no
relationship between residents’ perceptions of the negative social impacts of tourism and
support for tourism development. Likewise, although residents recognize the negative
social impacts of tourism, they support tourism development in Abu Dhabi. On the other
hand, Ref. [66] reported that negative socio-cultural impacts negatively affect support for
tourism development. However, the current study found no relationship between negative
social impacts and support for tourism development, and in our work, cultural impacts
were positively rated.

The same line of our work [70] revealed significant impacts of two variables (environ-
mental and economic impacts) on the support for tourism development. In contrast, the
social impacts variable has no significant impact on it. Likewise, Ref. [53] found no rela-
tionship between negative social impacts and residents’ support for tourism development.
A possible explanation is that some residents ignore social costs if they expect economic
benefits, especially during times of economic crisis [71]. Since residents emphasize the
benefits of tourism development to the community, they may overestimate the positive
economic impacts of tourism and underestimate the negative social impacts.

As pointed out by [72], there are different degrees of perception among the impacts.
Likewise, the effects that residents’ perceptions could have on the support for tourism
development in the community would vary, with these effects being more potent in the
positive impacts and smaller in the negative impacts [73,74].

In this work, political–administrative impacts are highlighted as the factor that most
influences residents’ support for the development of sport tourism. Some studies suggest
that this factor is a determining factor [50]. The government is considered the main
decision-maker during the organization and management processes of the activity [75], in
the same way, that it controls the actions developed in the sector by public and private
organizations [55].

They point out [68] that, given that the steps for bidding and planning have a minimal
component of citizen participation, the level of trust and perception that residents may
have towards those responsible for the organization and management of the sector plays
a significant role. Thus, studies such as the one by [36] indicate that the organizations in
charge of the management and development of tourism activity need to take advantage of
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this relationship between residents and institutions, designing programs where locals can
feel integrated into leisure activities with tourists.

In this paper, political–administrative impacts are highlighted as the factor that exerts
the greatest force on residents’ support for active-sport tourism development. Some studies
suggest that this factor is determinant [7,51]. The government is considered to be the main
decision-maker during the processes of organization and management of the activity [75]
in the same way that it controls the actions developed in the sector by agencies, whether
public or private [53].

They point out [52] that, given that the steps for bidding and planning have a minimal
component of citizen participation, the level of trust and perception that residents may
have towards those responsible for the organization and management of the sector, plays a
significant role. In this way, studies such as the one elaborated by [36] point out that the
organizations in charge of the management and development of tourism activity need to
take advantage of this relationship between residents and institutions, designing programs
where locals can feel integrated in leisure activities together with tourists.

Following political–administrative impacts, residents in Gran Canaria perceive cul-
tural and economic impacts as influential in supporting the development of sport tourism
in the community. Some studies have shown that residents’ perceptions tend to be positive
concerning the economic impacts associated with the sector [20,71], while socio-cultural
and environmental aspects have a negative tendency [18,21,54].

As far as Gran Canaria is concerned, residents differentiate social impacts from cultural
impacts, similar to other studies [54,71]. Indeed, it can be observed that cultural impacts
have a positive trend while social impacts have a negative trend. In this sense, in situations
where the community has fully integrated tourism activity, some of the negative impacts can
be avoided [64]. In the specific case of Gran Canaria, the social impacts are not significant in
supporting the development of sports tourism in the community, which could be a possible
explanation for their dissociation from the cultural impacts, as well as the indifference of
residents to the social impacts associated with the tourism-sports activity.

Regarding the environmental impacts associated with tourism and sports activities,
residents of Gran Canaria significantly perceive their relationship with support for devel-
oping the activity on the island. According to [29], residents in the Balear Islands highlight
environmental impacts as a common denominator among the community. Likewise, the
authors argue that, depending on the area of residence, citizens could vary this type of
perceptions, with residents in rural areas being more perceptive about environmental
impacts than those residing in urban or eminently tourist areas, whose perception will be
inclined towards other types of impacts, such as the economic impacts associated with the
activity. These same authors also point out that, depending on the type of tourism analyzed,
different effects on the environment and residents’ perceptions of this factor may arise.

In general, most research has not reached a consensus as to what factors affect residents’
perceptions and what variables determine these perceptions in the community [5]. This
fact can be attributed to the characteristics of each population, each of which has its
particularities so that residents’ perceptions vary [39]. The development of this study
complements the findings in the field of sport management, more specifically in the analysis
of social impact. As noted in the literature [39], the difficulty of reaching consensus in the
analysis of perceptions of social impacts on the community is complex, since these can vary
over time and even in the period where the study is conducted.

The study has been elaborated focusing on an everlasting activity in the community,
such as tourism. For this reason, it would be interesting to check the background and the
main consequences of decision-making related to the sport tourism sector by the agents in
charge of its organization and management. Finally, the results obtained in this study are
useful for communities where tourism is fully developed, this being their main economic
sector. Furthermore, it can be extrapolated to many tourist areas with similar characteristics
to those described above. As a limitation, it should be considered to separate the positive
and negative impacts associated with residents. In this work, it can be observed how there is
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a negative orientation in some of the observed variables (social impacts and environmental
impacts), while the rest of the variables are attributed to positive impacts. This fact could be
due to the specificity of the study carried out, since the survey was developed with the aim
of measuring the perceptions associated with sports tourism impacts. In future research, it
could be interesting to group these dimensions into general positive or negative impacts,
as developed in some studies on the impacts of tourism. Thus, it would be possible to
check how they group other types of second-order indicators within the structural equation
model. This would make it possible to explain residents’ perception of the impacts of sports
tourism, contributing to expanding the information and checking which other factors make
a greater contribution to explaining the impacts associated with tourism activity.

5. Conclusions

The residents of Gran Canaria have a generally positive perception of the impact of
sports tourism on the island. The highest averages correspond to the political–administrative
impacts associated with sports tourism, which suggests that citizens consider it very impor-
tant that the administrations regulate themselves correctly in this area, which will allow for
proper tourism planning and the consequent attraction of tourists to the island. For their
part, support for the development of tourism in Gran Canaria is highly valued by residents.
Therefore, they consider that sports tourism can be an essential asset to complement the
island’s existing tourism offer. Residents’ perceptions of the impacts of sports tourism
should be considered as a multidimensional construct.

After analysing the influence that perceptions of the impacts associated with sports
tourism have on support for tourism development in Gran Canaria, it is observed that,
except for social impacts, all the variables are significant in the influence they have on
support for tourism development.
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