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Abstract

College athletics is an ever growing industry, igatarly the sports of football and
basketball. Previous research in college athlétasstended to focus only on these two sports
and their economic impacts, disregarding any sacigeneral negative impacts they may bring
with them. The purpose of this study was to dgva@laeeper understanding of students’
perceptions of social, economic and general negatipacts associated with hosting a NCAA
baseball regional or super regional on the hostesnand community. Hosting NCAA
postseason events on campus is rare for many sitigsr so it is important to study how
students perceive the impacts on the communitycésgsea with hosting such events. A total of
315 surveys were completed by University of Arkanstaidents. A series of one-way analysis
of variance (ANOVA) tests were used to examine @diffgrences among students’ perceptions.
Results revealed that perceptions among studemegards to social, economic and general
negative impacts associated with hosting a regionauper regional varied significantly
between demographic groups. The biggest differeimcstudents’ perceptions of the impact
associated with such an even were dependent anuthber of University of Arkansas athletic
events the student attends per year. Findingsestiffgat students agree the local economy will
benefit from hosting such an event and that stwdeould be in favor of hosting such an event

no matter the social impacts.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Many studies have been conducted on the impadgart tourism; however, most of the
studies emphasized the economic perspective, lganinthe social and environmental
perspectives (Kim & Petrick, 2005). College aticehave been a major topic of study in recent
years, particularly on the economic impact theywe for the local economies. Many of the
studies have only focused on the revenue genergpiogs of basketball and football. At the
National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) Dsion | level, basketball and football
orchestrate major postseason events. For the NKA®h Madness Basketball Tournament
and the BCS (Bowl Championship Series) football bgawnes, economic gains are estimated to
be in the hundreds of millions for the events (Bg&humann & Matheson, 2011). Positive
economic impacts allow event organizers to jugiigting events in their city, but many
communities overlook other impacts these events maag, whether positive or negative. It is
important to keep the local community informed e€tidions and study the residential
perceptions of events in regards to social, enwviremtal and economic impacts (Ritchie,
Shipway & Cleeve, 2009).

Local support is important when hosting sportimgrés and understanding the social
dimension of hosting the event leads to the devety of support from local residents (Ritchie
et al., 2009). Although residents are often diyeicbpacted by events, their perceptions are
often overlooked. This is especially the caseesidents who live in close proximity to where

the event is being held (Bob & Swart, 2009).



For the NCAA March Madness Tournament, the NCAAsil host sites based on many
criteria. In order for a city to be selected tehtmurnament games, the NCAA looks at hotel
capacity, convention center capabilities, financ@hmitment, transportation plans, and the host
institution’s overall commitment to the successhaf event (NCAA, 2010). Unlike the NCAA
March Madness Basketball Tournament and BCS bomkgathe NCAA uses regional and
super regional formats on campus sites to condhecbivision | postseason baseball tournament.
Host sites are not announced for the baseball éamoent until the week leading up to the event.
A total of 16 universities participating in the toament serve as regional host sites, with eight
more serving as hosts for super regionals. mgartant to study how hosting multiple schools

and fans for a NCAA postseason event will impaetldtal community hosting the event.

Problem Statement
No studies have been conducted on students’ pawaspn regards to social, economic,
and general negative impacts of hosting a NCAA $on | baseball regional or super regional

on host campus sites.

Research Questions
The research questions addressed in the studydetclu
1. Are there any differences in students’ perceivepaats of hosting a college baseball
regional or super regional based on age, gendar iiyschool, number of athletic events
attended per year, or active participation in ursitg intramurals?
2. Are the students’ perceived impacts of hostingréfggonal or super regional a predictor
for increased support for Arkansas baseball angdugupport of hosting the same event

in years to come if the University of Arkansas wasvided the opportunity?



Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this paper is to develop a deepderstanding of students’ perceptions of
social, economic and general negative impacts agesdovith hosting a NCAA baseball
regional or super regional on the host campus anthwnity. Hosting NCAA postseason
events on campus is rare for many universities, isamportant to study how students perceive

the impacts on the community associated with hgstuch events.

Justification of Study

In this paper, the University of Arkansas is uasd potential host site. Many studies
have been conducted on the economic impacts agmhthletics, most notably the March
Madness Basketball Tournament and BCS bowl gamdesvever, few studies have focused on
other impacts associated with hosting NCAA evesiish as social and environmental impacts.
Additionally, fewer studies have examined studep&steptions in regards to hosting NCAA
athletic events on campus sites, particularly mastsn events involving multiple teams. Many
event organizers only justify hosting such eventghie economic gains they bring with them.

The University of Arkansas baseball team has stsupgort from its fan base, drawing
7,924 fans per regular-season game in 2012, tlenddighest average attendance for a
Division | school (NCBWA, 2012). Itis evident thians are attracted to regular-season games,
given that Fayetteville typically sees fair sprieghperatures and Baum Stadium is considered
one of the elite ballparks in the country. Consittgthe capacity and attendance history of
Baum Stadium and the University of Arkansas’ nalaanking, it is very feasible that the
University of Arkansas could be chosen by the NGAAost a regional in 2013, their first
hosting since 2010. In this case, three addititeshs along with the University of Arkansas

would be selected to participate in the regioalring a normal weekend or weekday series,



there is only one other team competing, so bringirthree teams brings additional fans and
players to the area. As a result, it is importargxamine residents’ perceptions in regards to
hosting a NCAA postseason event and whether theostiis still strong in relation to the regular
season.

The rationale of this study is to examine Universit Arkansas students’ perceptions of
social, economic, and general negative impactscaged with hosting a small-scale NCAA
postseason event, notably a Division | basebalbred) or super regional. Information regarding
student’s perceptions might be useful for posdillere event organizers to target areas where
public concerns are highest and work to generate mpasitive impacts in those areas.
According to Pearce, disregarding residents oinmebtiding residents’ opinions in decision-
making can have social and economic consequensesiéd in Hritz & Ross, 2010). This paper
reports on findings of students’ perceptions ondntp associated with potentially hosting a
small-scale NCAA baseball postseason regional perstegional tournament on the University

of Arkansas campus.

Delimitations

Participation in this study is delimited to stutieat the University of Arkansas,
Fayetteville. The study is also delimited to exaation of these students’ perceptions of
impacts associated with hosting a Division | baliebgional or super regional at the University
of Arkansas. Perceptions will be measured oneieint Likert-type scale, with an instrument
designed specifically for the study. Results ef phoposed study can be generalized to
University of Arkansas students. In this case,uthigersity has a strong possibility of hosting a

Division | baseball regional, and possibly supgioeal.



Limitations

Some students completed surveys through a Goamge Ik, while others completed
the survey by a traditional pen and paper methAsla result, some students did not receive a
verbal explanation of the study, which could afbeir understanding of the study. Another
limitation is response bias from students. Fewlett participants lived in the area directly
surrounding Baum Stadium, so consideration fodesgs’ living next to the event site was
rarely given. Lastly, the University of Arkansaassh’'t hosted a regional in three years. This
turned out to be a limitation because many studehtscompleted the study were not in the area

three years ago or had never attended a regiotia¢ ipast.

Assumptions

It is assumed that all students are honest in tesponses and provide information that is
believed to be true. Itis also assumed that thieessity of Arkansas baseball team has a
legitimate chance at hosting a regional and/or istgggonal during the 2013 postseason

tournament.

Hypothesis
There are multiple hypotheses included in thigstu
e H1: Hosting a Division | college baseball regionakuper regional on campus will have
no effect on students’ perceptions of social impact
e H2: Students will have positive perceptions in redgao economic impacts associated
with hosting a Division | college baseball regionakuper regional on campus.
e H3: Students will have negative perceptions in reg&o general impacts associated

with hosting a Division | college baseball regionalkuper regional on campus.



Definitions of Terms

Economic Impact:

Sport Tourism:

Social Exchange Theory:

Host Institution:

Sports Mega-Event:

Regional:

“Economic impact is often consadeas a standard measure
for evaluating the benefits and potential developintieat
sport events or franchises may bring to a commuf@pen,
Salazar, Vanover, & Sefanini, 2011, p.125).

According to Standevan and Deknaf),férms of active
and passive involvement in sporting activity, pap@ated in
casually or in an organized way for non-commeraial
business/commercial reasons that necessitate trenasi
from home and work locality,” (as cited by HritzRoss,
2010, p. 122).

The social exchange thisdiy social psychological and
sociological perspective that describes social ghas a
process of negotiated exchanges between individuals
groups,” (Hritz & Ross, 2010, p. 121).

During a regional or super re@brhe host institution is
considered the institution whose campus or alteraaite
and facilities are used for the event.

A sports mega-event is an ettt as the Super Bowl, the
Olympic Games or the FIFA World Cup.

Regionals are considered the first raafrtie NCAA
postseason baseball tournament. Each regionalkt®on$

four teams and is played as a double-eliminationn@ament



Super Regional:

at a host institution during the first weekendlad t
tournament (Smith, 2009).

Super regionals are considereddtend round of the
tournament and are held during the second weekiethe o
tournament. There are eight super regionals coamgist two
teams playing a head-to-head best of three sevihsthe

winner advancing (Smith, 2009).



Chapter 2

Literature Review

According to Kim and Petrick (2005, p. 25), “Smonega-event authorities tend to show
a great interest in economic criteria, whereas thag to ignore investigations into social and
culture impacts of their event.” Recent reseai@h started to focus specifically on the perceived
social and cultural impacts of mega-events such@®lympic Games and FIFA World Cup as
it has been realized these factors have as muah wfpact as economics. The NCAA and its
partners host major sporting events annually, oholgithe men’s basketball Final Four and the
BCS National Championship game in football, ancheaents draws large economic gains for
the area hosting the event. However, little redelas been conducted on perceived impacts of
much smaller-scaled events, most notably the NCAAsian | college baseball postseason

tournament. An introduction to the major studiesalation to the context of this paper follows.

NCAA Postseason Formats

According to the NCAA Championships website (2013 NCAA hosts national
championships in Divisions I, Il and IlI, represegt23 different sports and 89 overall
championships. Of these championships, postsdasoats change from sport to sport and
between divisions. In addition, each sport haswa committee that helps with choosing
championship formats, sites and dates, and sedgietams or individuals to compete (National
Collegiate Athletic Association, 2013b). The NCASas championship and postseason
handbooks that allow for examining the differenicegostseason formats of major sports. These

handbooks provide the necessary information tokodesvn the differences of three Division |



postseason formats used by the NCAA: baseball, srtasketball, and football; each hosted at
different times during the academic year

Baseball. The championship structure for the Division |ddaall tournament provides
for a 64-team field consisting of 30 automatic ¢fyadg conference champions (National
Collegiate Athletic Association, 2011). The remiagn34 selections are considered ‘at-large’ to
the tournament and are chosen based off of schettaelegth and regular season record, which
must be greater than .500 against other Divisiconipetition (National Collegiate Athletic
Association, 2011; Smith, 2009). In addition, antés Rating Percentage Index (RPI) is also
used in determining at-large selections (Nationallegiate Athletic Association, 2011). The
RPI1 weighs factors such as winning percentage, s’ winning percentage, and opponents’
opponents’ winning percentage, while also penaiizeéams for ‘bad’ losses and awarding teams
for ‘good’ road wins (Smith, 2009).

The Division | postseason baseball tournamentakdn down into three main rounds:
regionals, super regionals, and the College WoeldieS (CWS). Initially, the tournament field
is divided into 16 regionals, each consisting afrfteams, seeded 1-4 (Smith, 2009). The
selection committee assigns the top eight natiseatls, with an additional eight number one
seeds, and places them in the 16 regions. ldeh#ytop eight national seeds would meet in the
CWS. Although regional or super regional sites ipayeld at neutral locations, they are
ordinarily located on or near the campus of onthefcompeting institutions, which is quite
contrary to Division | basketball and football pgesisons. According to the 2011 Division |
Baseball Championship Handbook (National Collegketdetic Association, 2011), regionals

are conducted over a four-day period and must tarfriday after Memorial Day. The winners



of the double-elimination regionals will advancelhte super regional round, leaving 16 teams to
compete in eight separate super regionals thewolpweekend (Smith, 2009).

At the onset of the tournament, the 16 regionadaired off against one another and the
super regional pairings determined by the brackete of the two competing institutions hosts
the super regional and the first team to win twmea advance to the CWS (Smith, 2009). The
eight-team CWS is held annually in Omaha, NE antsists of the eight super regional winners.
Two brackets consisting of four teams are thenteteand played as a double-elimination
tournament to determine bracket champions. Thad §ieries is then played out in a best two-of-
three championship series to determine the Divislmeseball national champion (National
Collegiate Athletic Association, 2011).

Basketball. Similar to the selection process of the basdabalhament, the Division |
men’s basketball tournament is chosen by a comenitiat selects and seeds the teams. In
contrast, basketball has 31 automatic qualifyingfe@nce champions, whereas baseball only
has 30, as previously mentioned. Additionally, Eheision | basketball tournament field
consists of 68 total teams and 37 ‘at-large’ selastwhich are chosen similar to the process
used in baseball (National Collegiate Athletic Agation, 2010). The championship field is
broken down into four different 16-team regionsthweams seeded 1-16 in each region.

The first round of the tournament consists of fgames, called the “First Four,”
highlighting the start of the tournament. The fasir ‘at-large’ teams selected to the tournament
field will compete in two of the first four gameshile teams seeded 65 through 68 will round
out the other two games. After the first four garaee played, winners advance to play natural
opponents in the 64-team, single-elimination brack&ames are played throughout several host

cities leading up to the Final Four, with 36 citiesall selected to host preliminary rounds in

10



2011, 2012, and 2013. The 2013 Final Four wasinheidlanta, GA (National Collegiate
Athletic Association, 2010).

Football. Unlike Division | baseball and basketball posssgaformats, Division |
football does not place teams in a bracket-stydgqdf. Instead, the NCAA partners with the
BCS and uses a bowl system in which games are gktydhne end of the regular season.
Generally, all postseason bowl games are condbeat®eeen the end of examination periods
during the fall or first semester and the beginrohglasses for the spring or second semester.
To be deemed bowl eligible by the NCAA, a team mwista number of games against Football
Bowl Subdivision (FBS) opponents that puts thera &00 or greater record (National
Collegiate Athletic Association, 2013a). The taptranked teams in the country will play in

the BCS National Championship Game to decide thema champion for Division | football.

Estimating Economic Impacts of Sports on Local Ecoomies

“Economic impact is often considered as a stahdaasure for evaluating the benefits
and potential development that sport events orccfises may bring to a community” (Chen,
Salazar, Vanover, & Sefanini, 2011, p.125). Wite €xpanding availability of television
broadcasts and larger stadiums, spectator spolidtasne one of the most popular leisure
activities worldwide. Attracting spectators teeats has become a major area of competition
between organizations as the popularity and precalef sport spectatorship increases (Trail &
Kim, 2011). In Dobson’s work (as cited in Wils@06), he noted that sport has been used as a
catalyst to stimulate local economic growth anchpote potential tourism to areas by holding
events.

Baade et al. (2011) cited two separate studiespgrMensheha and one by Anderson,

that estimated the NCAA Men'’s Basketball Final Forgates an economic effect ranging from

11



$30 million to $110 million. Chen et al. (2011)ezita 2001 report from the Indiana Convention
and Visitors Association (ICVA) that estimated th€AA Final Four bringing $29.5 million of
economic impact to the city hosting the eventrelation to college football bowl games, Baade
et al. (2011) also cited information from the Taamrent of Roses and the Fiesta Bowl in 2007,
estimating that the games and surrounding activgenerated up to $400 million in benefits.
Additionally, a 2008 study from the Federal Highwagministration (as cited in Chen et al.,
2011) estimated that the amount of annual spendingllegiate sports alone produced an
economic impact of $6.7 billion. In Table 1, Wits(2006) references a typology of events
designed by Gratton, Dobson, and Shibli that wasgded by placing events into economic

relevance. College sport events and the evehisrstudy fall in the Type D category.

Table 1 Typology of Events

Type A Irregular, on-off, major international evemgenerating significant
economic activity and media interest (e.g. Olynmpames, World Cup).

Type B Major spectator events, generating sigmfiegconomic activity, media
interest and part of an annual domestic cycle oftsgvents (e.g. FA Cup
Final, Wimbledon, Open Golf).

Type C Irregular, one-off, major international sga¢ar / competitor events
generating limited economic activity (e.g. WorlddgBuropean
Championships in all sports unless previously djate

Type D Major competitor events generating limitedreomic activity and part of
annual domestic cycle of sport events (e.g. Nati@hampionships in

most sports).
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Regional Division | institutions. Baade et al. (2011) conducted research on two mid-
sized metropolitan statistical areas (MSA'’s) estintathe economic impact on taxable sales of
home college basketball and football games in Thalaee (Florida State University) and
Gainesville (University of Florida), Florida. Mamgonomic impact studies have been
conducted on college football and basketball stheg are the two largest revenue generators in
college athletics (Baade et al.).

Using monthly taxable sales in a single-state aggrpBaade et al. were able to isolate
sports and their economic effects. Using data fitleenyears 1980-2007 and factoring
seasonality into each MSA, Baade et al. examineabla sales in each county in the state of
Florida to account for substitutions in spendiddgter conducting research, Baade et al. found
that men’s basketball games at Florida State Usityeand University of Florida had no
statistically significant impact on taxable sale®ither MSA. In contrast, football games at both
universities provided different data. Accordinghe study by Baade et al. (2011), each
additional home football game in the host city eaged taxable sales by nearly $2 million.

In their study, Chen et al. (2011) estimated thaaeconomic impact brought to a local
Kentucky community by the fall sports teams of gioaal state institution (Morehead State
University). The researchers surveyed 172 spastatbo traveled as fans of the surveyed
institutions’ opponents. The survey questionnamesisted of two parts: demographic
information and traveling related information. @arsports in the fall of 2009 were studied at
Morehead State University: football, soccer, anlieyball, and visiting participants at each
event were randomly chosen to take part in theesurdhe results show, depending on the
earning multiplier used, that the true economicaotpf a regional state university’s fall sports

teams such as Morehead State University is relgtsraall. Assuming all expenditures the
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visiting fans included in their survey went dirgctb the community of Morehead, Kentucky, the
economic impact generated by the institution’s $albrts teams ranged from $266,840-
$369,718, depending on the earning multiplier (Céteal., 2011).

These studies prove as evidence that not all atldeénts will make a large economic
impact on local communities. Florida State Uniitgrand the University of Florida are two
large and easily recognizable institutions, yetrthasketball programs yield little to no positive
economic impact to their local communities. Unlike two larger institutions, Morehead State
University is a smaller, regional institution thmings in fewer visitors and yields an even
smaller economic impact. Additionally, the methusd for calculating the economic impact of
sport events can yield a large discrepancy in te¢Ghen et al., 2011).

Swimming events in the U.K. While many studies have focused on ‘major’ events
Wilson’s (2006) study examines much smaller evardgbly four junior swimming events held
in 2004 in the U.K. According to Wilson, most etem the U.K. fall into the Type C and D
category, meaning they are held more frequentlyasad't considered major events. Each of
the four studies used a non-probability convenienethod and primary research, with a self-
completion questionnaire used for each. In amgitéo decipher whether Type D events are
only competition driven, Wilson surveyed three aggent groups over 8 days of competition:
spectators, volunteers/officials and competitors.

After analyzing the questionnaires and respondateckto aggregate spending totals
from each group, Wilson found that the additionadenditure associated with the four events
totaled £84,626 or approximately $126,300. Mosably, Wilson’s (2006) research found that
the spectator group was the most important corttiitio each event’s overall impact. In all, the

spectator group accounted for greater than 50%eobverall economic impact, disproving the
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popular belief that Type D events are said to bpn@mpetitor events. While spectators were
the main driver in the economic factor, voluntesnd officials were found to have no
meaningful contribution to additional expendituagibuted to the events. Finally, a 2000
economic study from UK Sport (as cited by Wilso@0@) indicated that competitor groups
could have a significant impact as well on the alleapending at an event. Wilson found that
the competitor groups of the events generated parehture of £35,264 or approximately
$52,630.

To conclude his study, Wilson (2006) noted the $oon the location of the facilities used
in the study. In order for the host community taximize economic activity, the infrastructure
of the facilities and community must be locateg@od position to draw a maximum number of
visitors. Additionally, Wilson challenged Grattehal.’s typology of events, proposing a new
Type E category since the studied events do nogreze the regular Type A-D events. Wilson
concluded that worthwhile, limited economic gaiohbst communities can in fact be obtained

through small-scale events.

Social Exchange Theory

As defined by Hritz and Ross (2010, p. 121), igad exchange theory is “a social
psychological and sociological perspective thatdbss social change as a process of
negotiated exchanges between individuals or groupsu and Gouldner believe the theory
suggests people engage in interaction or recipeogdh others because of the expected benefits
or incentives they receive from the other partydited in Hritz & Ross, 2010). The social
exchange theory has been used frequently whensasgésurism related impacts, closely
relating to sports tourism. Harrill states that #ocial exchange theory is based on the

assumption that support will be created for tourgeaelopment when the benefits outweigh the
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costs of sharing resources with tors (as cited by Hrizt and Ross, 2010). Benefissmos
commonly related to economic

Past reseah by Fredline and Faulkr found that sport events have both neve and
positive impact on the host community and residents (as cited by Hrigmd Ross, 2010). Tt
extrinsic and intrinsic dichotomy is widely usedemresearching host community perspectiy
Seasonality factors, development stages, and ablfifferences between the host commu
and actual event are representatives oinsic variables. Intrinsic variables may inclt
demographic characteristics, involvement in thenewetivity by residents, and geographi
proximity to the event site. In relation to sptirism, the social exchange theory genera
that hosts andlisitors exchange resources valued by both partiesome instanceSutton
notes thahost communities may feel like they are on theng®nd of the exchange. In tl
caseHarrill believes it leads to a point of diminishingturns for the host mmunity, which, in
turn, brings negatively perceived impaby residentgas cited by Hritz and Ross, 201

Figure 1, constructed by Gursoy and Kendall (2088plays a visual explanation of t
social exchange theory in relation to hosting e

Figure 1 Social Exchange Theot
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Impacts of Sports Tourism

Considering the economic, environmental and saaiphcts on destinations, sport
tourism has evolved into on of the fastest groveagments in the tourism industry (Hritz &
Ross, 2010). Generally, studies on sport touriametiocused directly on the economic impacts
and positive expected benefits of events on logalmunities; however, research is limited on
other important factors, such as social, cultunal anvironmental impacts (Bob & Swart, 2009;
Hritz & Ross, 2010; Kim & Petrick, 2005; Konstant&Wickens, 2010; Ritchie et al., 2009).
As a result, Chalip (2006) has called for greatsmgion to be paid to the social values of sport
events. Kim and Petrick (2005) state three reaasnie why most research neglects areas
outside of economic impact: other impacts are saciexternal” to economic evaluation, other
impacts are less tangible and harder to measudeytaer impacts tend to be associated with
negative factors. Although many studies have lmeaaucted on major sport events such as the
Olympic Games and the FIFA World Cup, very few hto@ised on perceptions of the local
residents in the host areas (Ritchie et al., 2088)Hritz and Ross (2010) note, not every
individual perceives the impacts of tourism onllest community the same way.

Resident perceptions.Many recent studies have been conducted on regpeeceptions
of sport tourism on local communities, includingio®nt perceptions on the 2012 London
Olympic Games, the 2010 FIFA World Cup in Southiédy and multiple events in urban
Indianapolis, Indiana. The studies focus on examgithe perceptions of residents in regards to
social and economic impacts, community developnssayrity issues, and environmental
impacts on local communities (Bob & Swart, 2009eBenham, 2011; Hritz & Ross; 2010;
Konstantaki & Wickens, 2010; Ritchie et al., 200®esidential perceptions have been found, in

some areas, to be drastically different than acutdomes experienced.
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The study conducted by Hritz and Ross (2010) emachhow Indianapolis residents
perceived impacts on their city related to spautiem. The survey sample consisted of current
ICVA members who were familiar with the city andeto identify sport tourists in the city.
Demographic profile information was the concentratin the first of two sections detailed in the
survey. The second section of the survey considtedpact statements that assessed the ICVA
members’ perceptions of sport tourism on the citindianapolis. Participants were asked to
rate the statements using a five point Likert-tgpale.

Results of the study by Hritz and Ross (2010) shibtat overall, participants supported
sport tourism in the city albeit a few impacts thatre perceived as negative. Economic
benefits, over social and environmental beneffijpeared to have the greatest influence on
support for sport tourism development among ICVAnhers. Although not as influential as
economic benefits, results showed that social lsredso contribute a large factor in predicting
future sport tourism development in Indianapolis.

Ritchie et al. (2009) conducted a similar studyhwittwo communities picked to host
events for the 2012 London Olympic Games. A seifipletion questionnaire similar to the
instrument used by Hritz and Ross was used asigieiment of the study. The researchers used
a drop and collect method, distributing surveyslaamly to homes throughout both communities
and picking them up at a later date. A wide ranig@3 perception statements regarding sport
tourism impacts was used for the first part ofsbevey, while the second section was used to
collect demographic information. Additionally,tartd section was included to measure
perceptions on media portrayal, politics and l@fgdarticipation in the tourism industry.

As far as development for sport tourism being lelthe region, results showed nearly

90% or respondents were in favor of developmerawéVer, residents living closer to venues

18



where events were taking place were less suppdhareresidents living further away. Contrary
to the findings in the study conducted by Hritz &waks, the results from Ritchie et al.’s study
(2009) found that residents identified most strgmglth positive social impacts and negative
socio-environmental impacts rather than econompaits.

Bob and Swart (2009) also conducted a residepgéiadeption study on a mega-sporting
event: the 2010 FIFA World Cup. The researcheesl asface-to-face interview process with
households in two South African wards, Athlone &rden Point, each spatially based random
sampled. The instrument used by Bob and Swarthassd on an instrument used in a 2002
study by Fredline and Faulkner.

Results showed strong support for developmenteratkas hosting World Cup matches.
Unlike the study conducted by Ritchie et al., Bak &wart’s study revealed that residents living
in close proximity to where events were taking pla@re more in favor of development. Once
again, perceived positive economic impact was anfagtor in residents favoring the event.
Residents strongly agreed the World Cup would blmastt economic development. Bob and
Swart’s study also supported Ritchie et al.’s (9d0®lings that local residents perceive social
impacts as a potential positive value. With tHesdings in mind, however, residents in the
study had high expectations for realizing econoamid social benefits (Bob & Swart, 2009).

An additional study conducted by Briedenhann (2@&xBmined resident perceptions
concerning the economic and tourism expectatiorsght of the nine host cities for the 2010
FIFA World Cup in South Africa. The instrumentdsdta collection was a questionnaire and a
non-probability convenience sampling technique used in distributing the surveys at common
gathering places. Respondents were either intgedeor completed self-administered

guestionnaires, depending on preference. The guestire was divided into four sections and
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comprised of opinion variables to obtain responsiémbughts in relation anticipations of hosting
the World Cup. The first section obtained respaomsigperceptions in relation to economic
benefits likely to be accrued from the World Cuye second sections looked at residential
perceptions in relation to social and cultural bigsieand the third examined perceptions of
possible negative impacts related to hosting tlemevin section four, respondents were asked to
indicate their levels of agreement pertaining tecsiic statements. However, the research paper
only covered the economic aspect.

Results showed that increases in tourism and #egion of jobs incurred the highest
levels of expectations among respondents. In asttthe segment with the lowest expectations
for positive benefits was the creation of busirggsortunities for small and medium enterprises.
Additionally, the research found that 52% of Afneasurveyed believed South Africa would be
able to reach its 6% economic growth target by 284 3 result of hosting the 2010 World Cup.
To conclude, the findings of the research noteithagn be argued those most in need of
economic gain would be bypassed by what gains patentially accrued hosting by the World
Cup. Instead, those gains accrued would be relap#tbse who already benefited from
economic security (Briedenhann, 2011).

Konstantaki and Wickens (2010) take a differeni@og residential perception research,
focusing on the environmental and security isssss@ated with the 2012 London Olympic
Games. The researchers note limited researchdeasdonducted in the areas of environmental
and security issues at events. A survey questionnas developed as the study instrument and
distributed through convenience sampling in then@ivHigh Wycombe, a neighboring city of
London. The questionnaire comprised of three gestithe first section investigated

demographic information, the second section exatniaspondents’ awareness of publicity, and
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the third section included questions to garneidiesdis’ perceptions on issues related to the
study. Additionally, respondents answered a coatimn two open-ended questions and
multiple-choice closed-ended questions to garmange of responses.

Results show that respondents were of two age grangf of the respondents were ages
18-34 and half were ages 35-55. Overall, anabismsved support for the 2012 London Olympic
Games was high between both age groups. Althougihost for the Olympic Games was high
according to the findings, older respondents weseensoncerned about short and long-term
environmental impacts as well as security issuesmgdihe event. Environmental concerns
included traffic congestion, pollution and parkipilability. Additionally, both age groups
were equally concerned about certain levels of eramd both showed a lack of confidence in
being ensured of security during the event. Altffoaofficials had initiatives in place to help
with security and environment issues, the findiogstradicted the initiatives and bring forth the
need for improved communication with the publicsmeh issues (Konstantantaki & Wickens,
2010).

Positive-impact perceptions. Multiple research studies have shown that ressdeave
many positive perceptions in relation to sportsisya in their particular area. According to
research conducted by Hrizt and Ross (2010), retsd# Indianapolis felt that financial gain
from the sport tourist dollars was a reason to looérnegative consequences related to sport
tourism in the city. Additionally, residents iddigd sports tourism as having a positive impact
on the cultural identity of Indianapolis.

Ritchie et al.’s (2009) study showed that residentsvo communities neighboring
London had positive perceptions in different aieaggards to the 2012 Olympic Games.

Results showed that residents believed the eveunldyamsitively influence the local economy
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and that the Olympics would also increase traddofmal businesses. A similar study by
Konstantki and Wickens (2010) on the 2012 Londoyn@lic Games showed additional positive
residential perceptions by hosting the event. Bedents believed that the Olympic Games
would improve transportation and sporting faciitend raise the national sporting profile.
Residents also perceived the Games as an oppgrtanmprove the UK economy, generate
national pride and excitement and regenerate degaveas. Studies have also shown many
residents believe that mega-events such as thegdgrand FIFA World Cup generate new
employment opportunities for the host cities (Beeldann, 2011; Konstantki & Wickens, 2010).
Negative-impact perceptions. Although residents seemed to have many positive
perceptions in regards to sports tourism, they pégoeived negative impacts as a result of sports
tourism. Traffic congestion, overcrowding and g&ses in crime were very common impacts
that residents perceived in a negative manner itiptaustudies (Bob & Swart, 2009;
Konstantaki & Wickens, 2010; Ritchie et al., 2009xudies also showed residents had negative
perceptions towards sports tourism because ofaseceprices for goods and services and
increases in taxes to support development (Bob &r§\®009; Briedenhann, 2011; Konstantaki
& Wickens, 2010). Lastly, studies conducted idiémapolis, South Africa and around London
showed that residents felt their quality of lifewla decrease as a result of sports tourism in the
area and that the environment would be negativiédgtd by increased pollution and noise

(Bob & Swart, 2009; Hritz & Ross, 2010; KonstantékiWickens, 2010).

Social Leverage and Sports Events
Considering extensive research has been conduntdte@conomic impact of sport
events, a calling for attention on the social valtievents has been put forth by event organizers

and community residents (Chalip, 2006). Sporteheaditionally been driven by the economic
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impacts they are expected to generate, and, asil, r€halip argues for greater focus on social
values provided by events. In his study, Chalijgligts social leverage in order to identify ways
to optimize desired event outcomes, which in tirape resident’s perceptions of events.

Maximizing social impacts. Studies on social leverage and impact show maygwn
which local communities and event planners carddeilerage and increase positive impacts
generated by sports events. Melnick pointed cattgbciability could be fostered at events by
allowing attendees to arrive early and stay latertoourage tailgating and social interaction (as
cited in Chalip, 2006). Additionally, studies haleown that social activities that are event-
related or lead up to the event can enhance thalbegperience for attendees (Chalip, 2006;
Schulenkorf & Edwards, 2012). Events such as tiredede the week leading up to the Super
Bowl, Final Four Bracket Town and the College WdBleries Fan Fest held outside of TD
Ameritrade Park.

Schulenkorf and Edwards (2012) believe that imapteto leverage greater event
success, connections of event organizers needitddyesified and expanded to include key
decision makers in an effort to generate additiedaicational, promotional, political and
financial benefits. By reaching out to a greatember of people, the social impact will also be
greater. Schulenkorf and Edwards (2012) mentierfadhowing quote from a European event
organizer:

When important people like politicians or the Spgdmistry support those [events and] if

these key people are excited about the idea of aomtyndevelopment using sport

events, the idea and the message can grow furBesrause these people act as

;n8uét)ipliers, because they have a good network hay inay contribute in some way. (p.

Social awareness and positive social change cgemerated by strategically involving key

members of the community.
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Schulenkorf believes that sport events providesatgadvantage over other special
events. Sports provide diverse cultures, populatar communities with a language that is
universally understood. Sport event attendedsaaie a common interest in the event being
held. Additionally, sport events create a speaialosphere that is conducive to attendees
developing new contacts and relationships (SchulénR009).

Creating exciting atmospheres with event-relatviies and including key members of
the community during the organization of events weaximize social impacts. The more people

event organizers include in the process, the grédatesocial reach becomes.

Sport Event Media

Sport events have been used by host cities asipareent of their marketing mixes in
efforts to attract visitors and generate media sypofor the city. By generating exposure and
attention through media outlets and advertisingnévare thought to build awareness of the host
city as a desirable destination spot (Chalip, Gré&eHill, 2003; Green, Costa, & Fitzgerald,
2003). Studies have been conducted on sport evedia and their effects on intention to visit a
destination and the amount of exposure the mediargées for a host city.

Destination image and intention to visit. Chalip et al. (2003) conducted a study on the
effect of destination advertising and sport eveatlia on dimension of destination image and the
intention to visit the destination. The authorseniiat event media is not designed to advertise a
targeted message about the destination, and rettengdia exposure from the event could be
unfavorable. The study collected participants’ gesof Australia’s Gold Coast following
exposure to one of eight media conditions. Paditis included 288 undergraduate students,
with 144 from a large public university on the easast of United States (long-haul market) and

144 from a large public university on the Northated of New Zealand (short-haul market).
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Participants were randomly assigned to one oéitjlet experiments conditions, which
included video content containing either the presesr absence of destination advertising, event
advertising, event telecast, or a control conditi®mior to watching the videos, participants were
asked to note if they had visited the destinatioffier watching the video, participants
completed a questionnaire asking about their ingioes.

In relation to destination image, results fromtjggrants in the United States showed that
advertising the destination by itself enhanced g@tions of value, family environment, safety
and climate. Advertising the event enhanced thegerand novelty of the Gold Coast and the
event telecast enhanced perceptions of the climatelty and developed environment.
Advertising the destination was believed to depségistseeing opportunities by the participants,
while advertising the event depressed participantage of the natural environment of the Gold
Coast.

Results from participants in New Zealand showednitural environment’s image was
viewed most positively when neither the event atisement nor telecast was shown.
Participants also viewed the Gold Coast as a gobday destination only if the event
advertisement or telecasts were shown. Viewingldstination advertisement depressed
participants’ image of the natural environmentref Gold Coast.

In relation to effects of the media and intentiomwisit, results showed that none of the
media had a direct impact on intention to visit@@d Coast. Effects were more pronounced in
the United States; however, event media were oéthbenefit. The dimensions affected in the
case of New Zealand had no impact on intentiongib. vVAs a result, Chalip et al. (2003) came
to a conclusion that media related to the spomsviea the study had no effect on intention to

visit the host destination.
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Exposure generated by media broadcastsGreen et al. (2003) researched the amount
of exposure generated through media coverage édnaist city of the 2002 NCAA Women'’s
Final Four. A content analysis was performed @aBEBPN coverage of the tournament for
verbal mentions of San Antonio or images associddthe city, as was as the variety and
duration of imagery of San Antonio in the ESPN blesst coverage. Overall, ten program and
11 hours and 46 minutes of coverage were analyzed.

Results of the study were reported in three diffiésections. First, the focus was on
verbal mentions during the broadcast; actual ima§&an Antonio were examined second; and
the third section looked for images of the FinalFimgo. Verbal mentions occurred only 99
times over nearly 12 hours of coverage, with thgntg mentioning the city itself or the
Alamodome facility. Imagery of San Antonio appehfer a total of 209 seconds, equivalent to
nearly seven 30-second commercials. Three distimajes appear: the Alamo, the Alamodome,
and the River Walk. The River Walk received thestraitention, appearing for 30 seconds
during the pre-game show of the first semi-finahga The Final Four logo displayed the words
“San Antonio” and used the Alamo image, creatimgrgj associations with the city and
garnering the most exposure. Total exposure oldip@ image was 1,716 seconds of coverage,
mainly through the center court floor logo.

After completing the content analysis, findings@®nreen et al. (2003) showed that the
host city received relatively few amounts of mensi@r exposure. Also, images of San Antonio
were rarely shown throughout the nearly 12 houtsroddcasts, appearing in only three-and-a-
half minutes. Results led Green et al. to belibat the broadcaster’s focus is not on advertising

the host city, but on the competition itself.
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Green et al. proposed many recommendations afiding little media exposure was
generated for the host city of a large sport evé&went logos should be kept simple and
integrate host city images and efforts should #hpd to link the images to televised shots of
actually images of the host city. Green et ab &lslieve that the host city should work to
expand the range of recognizable icons within theand provide video imagery to broadcasters
who display the imagery. Finally, Green et al.qo®e host cities should create relationships
with event announcers and provide them with mdteaataining facts and stories about the city,

the event venue and the sport (2003).

27



Chapter 3

Methodology

Sampling
Participants in this study consisted of UniversityArkansas, Fayetteville students. A

total of 315 participants completed the survey gisirtonvenience sampling method.

Research Design

A cross-sectional, quasi-experimental design veasl dor this research study.

Survey Administration

Data was collected by administering a traditiqregber and pencil questionnaire and
electronically by creating a form for the questiama in Google Docs (see Appendix A).
Students were given the option to review an infatroensent from (see Appendix B) and asked
to complete the questionnaire in multiple fithessvity classes, health related classes and
recreation and sports management classes. Featextlactivities classes were chosen to
complete the questionnaire through the Google Minks Using the Google Docs form, the
completed paper and pencil questionnaires wereeshtbrough the form. All questionnaires
completed or entered through the Google Docs foemtwo a spreadsheet of data automatically

created by Google Docs.

Instrumentation

The instrument used in this study contained twadiges. The first section contained
statements assessing students’ perceptions omgleet of hosting a NCAA Division | college
baseball regional or super regional on the Uniteisi Arkansas campus. The impact
statements were similar to those used in instrusneistudies conducted by Hritz and Ross
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(2010) and Ritchie et al. (2009) on sports tourgsrd the Olympic Games. Students were asked
to rate each statement on a five-point Likert-tgpale, with a value of five representing a
favorable response (strongly agree) and a valo@efdenoting a negative response (strongly
disagree). Some questions were worded negativelgtiermine consistency in responses.

In total, there were 30 perception impact stateémeonsisting of social, economic and
general negative impacts. Examples of economiaangtatements include ‘Local business will
benefit because of an increase in visitors by aasgional or superregional on campus,” and
‘The University of Arkansas Athletic Department Mgkenerate thousands of dollars of revenue
by hosting a regional or superregional on camgiscial impact statement examples include
‘Meeting visitors and fans of other teams is arogable experience,” and ‘Hosting a regional or
superregional will increase the pride and suppblidaal residents.” An example of a general
negative impact statement was ‘Hosting a collegeball regional or superregional will
negatively impact residents living near the evéet’'sOther statements asked students to rate
their level of support for hosting a regional opsuregional based on social impacts and
whether or not the local economy would benefit.

The second section of the questionnaire collestetb-demographic information of the
students, which may influence their perceptionsgards to the event. Demographic questions
examined gender, age, year in school, length adeasy at the current location and distance
from the event site, and ethnicity. Additionaliyudents were asked how many University of
Arkansas athletic events they attend per yeardeitis were also asked whether or not they had
the student access pass for athletic events andv@anw intramural activities they participated in
per academic year. It was believed that thesefscbuld influence perceptions of students who

completed the questionnaire.
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Human Subjects Approval

The University of Arkansas Institutional Reviewdd (IRB) approved the use of human
subjects for survey implementation on April 3, 2§48e Appendix C). The IRB approved the
research instrument and the implied consent formchwvas available to participants who

wished to review it.

Validity

Validity of the study and the instrument was essdiad by distributing the instrument to
students in a graduate research class at the Witiwef Arkansas for review to increase face
validity. The students examined the instrumerddtermine if it was understandable, if it

provided the needed data and if it contained anklpms that needed fixing.
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Chapter 4

Results
The data were first analyzed to provide descmgiof students who participated in the
study, examining demographic information of thedstits. Data were also analyzed on
individual impact statements from the survey, cotegas averages. A series of analysis of
variance (ANOVA) tests were also used to examinediifierences among groups of students

who completed the study.

Participant Demographics

Of the 315 students who took part in the stud® (B%.5%) were female, 155 (49.2%)
were male and one (0.3%) left the gender questamkb All participants were University of
Arkansas students 18 years of age or older. Tlanrage of students was 21.9 years old, with a
standard deviation of 4.1. In regards to classiitn, there were 38 freshmen (12.1%), 41
sophomores (16.2%), 76 juniors (24.1%), 98 ser{Ritsl%), and 48 graduate students (15.2%)
who completed the study, along with four (1.3%}slacations that were not answered.
Participants identified themselves as Caucasiavhde (82.9%), Hispanic or Latino (1.3%),
black or African-American (6.3%), Asian or Pacifstander (4.1%), Native American (1.9%),
multiracial (1.3%), or other (0.3%), and those tvatuld rather not disclose (1.0%) and missing
data (1.0%). The one ethnicity identified as otlvas Jamaican.

Students also identified how many University oké&msas athletic events they attended
per year, grouped as zero (non-attendees), 1dit-@itendees), 11-20 (moderate-attendees),
21-30 (frequent-attendees), and more than 30 (hadgpdees). There were 18 students (5.7%)
who identified themselves as non-attendees, 9B¥@Bwho identified themselves as light-

attendees, 85 (27.0%) who identified themselvea@derate-attendees, 57 (18.1%) who
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identified themselves as frequent-attendees, ald%2%) who identified themselves as heavy-
attendees of athletic events. Two (0.6%) studeidtsiot answer the particular question on the
number of athletic events they attend per year.

Another question asked students to identify homynatramural activities they
participate in per academic year, grouped as zemo-participants), one (light-participants), two
(moderate-participants), three (frequent-participgror four or more (heavy-participants). The
results were not evenly dispersed between groQuerall, 138 (43.8%) of students who
participated in the study don’t partake in anyamural activities, 76 (24.1%) students
participate in just one intramural activity, 53 @%) students participate in two intramural
activities, 20 (6.3%) students participate in threeamural activities, and 22 (7.0%) students
participate in four or more intramural activitiesr@cademic year. An additional six (1.9%) of
students who completed the study did not identtfy Imany intramural activities they

participate in.

Perceived Impacts: Description of Individual Measuement Items

Table 2 illustrates the means and standard dewsfor each perceived impact statement
in the survey.

Overall, students were in high agreement thatdballeconomy would benefit from
hosting a college baseball regional or super redifvi = 4.47). Students were also in
agreement that local business would benbfit=(4.62) and the University of Arkansas Athletic
Department would generate thousands of dollare\adnue 1 = 4.32) by hosting a regional or

super regional.
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Table 2 Perceived Impacts of Hosting Regional orUper Regional

Impact Variables M SD
1.) Hosting a college baseball regional or supéored

1.94 1.08
will negatively impact residents living near thesat site:
2.) Local business will benefit because of an iaseein

4.62 0.65
visitors by hosting a regional or super regionatampus:
3.) Traffic and congestion will increase around dinea of

4.40 0.70
the event:
4.) The image of the City of Fayetteville will bergrayed
in a positive manner, both through national ana@lloc 4.37 0.76
media:
5.) I will not attend regional or superregional gem
because of a possible increase in ticket pricea MCAA 2.30 1.06
Championship event:
6.) Hostility between locals and visitors will ikase

2.55 1.01
because of overcrowding:
7.) Local residents may avoid attending games lsecatf!

2.75 1.08
an increase in visitors and traffic:
8.) Crime rates and arrests will increase due tmfunx of

2.63 0.97
visitors and spectators during the duration ofetent:
9.) Local residents may avoid business districts an
restaurants that could see an increase in patuosgdhe 3.22 1.04

event:
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10.) Student support for Razorback baseball witease
by hosting a regional or super regional on campus:
11.) The University of Arkansas Athletic Departmert
generate thousands of dollars of revenue by hosting
regional or superregional on campus:

12.) Hosting a regional or super regional will leacn
increase in noise and disrupt local residents:

13.) Visitors of the regional or superregional o more
likely to visit Fayetteville again because theyogeid the
experience:

14.) Entertainment opportunities will increase dgrihe
duration of the regional or superregional:

15.) Local transit routes will not be able to cogth an

increase in the number of visitors possible dua¢cevent:

16.) Meeting visitors and fans of other teams is an
enjoyable experience:

17.) Trash and litter will increase around the eitéhe
event, most notably Baum Stadium and surrounding

parking lots:

18.) Hosting a college baseball regional or suggorel
will lead to an increase in attendance at futuredRaack

baseball events:
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4.30

4.32

291

3.91

4.09

2.79

3.90

3.82

4.07

0.74

0.76

1.01

0.81

0.68

0.99

0.83

0.84

0.82



19.) Limited parking and walking long distancesld#ter
casual fans from attending games during the event:
20.) Hosting a regional or superregional will irese the
pride and support of local residents:

21.) It would be better to have fewer visitors #egb
money spent in the economy if it meant less congest
22.) Local businesses will provide higher levelseivice
during the event:

23.) The image of Fayetteville will be decreasedrigdia
portrayal:

24.) Money spent in preparation for the event ig#ld to a
more successful and welcoming atmosphere at thd eve
site:

25.) Alcohol consumption will become more of a pevb
and harder to control with spectators:

26.) The price of tickets will not influence thendand for
tickets to games during the event (students aeetabl
attend regular seasons games free of charge):

27.) I would be in favor of hosting a regional anpus
even if it coincided with the Walmart shareholderseting

held on campus the same week:
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2.72

4.28

1.97

3.77

1.85

4.03

3.03

3.20

3.57

1.02

0.74

0.91

0.85

0.84

0.73

1.03

1.03

1.25



28.) The increase in irregular visitors will caasbkassle to

2.40 0.88
the local community and will be difficult to accoronate:
29.) Overall, hosting a college baseball regiomal o

4.47 0.74
superregional on campus will benefit the local exon:
30.) Overall, I would be in favor of hosting a rexgal or

4.32 0.93

superregional on campus no matter the social irspact

Two statements were used to assess studentshhoelito purchase tickets or attend
regional or super regional games based on an seladicket prices, and there seemed to be a
lack of unity in the responses. Students weré spliheir level of agreement that they would
not attend regional or super regional games basedpmssible increase in ticket prices fdr%
2.30,SD = 1.06). Additionally, students were split on tHewel of agreement that the price of
tickets would not influence the demand for tickduising the event\ = 3.20,SD = 1.03).

In regards to social impacts associated with hgsegionals or super regionals, students
reported both agreement and disagreement withnséauts. Results showed mostly positive
implications of perceived social impacts, with véew negative perceived implications. One
area the students showed the greatest level otmgm towards a positive social impact is that
student support for Razorback baseball would irsedey hosting a regional or super regiohél (
=4.30). Students also responded with high agraethat attendance would increase at future
Razorback baseball eventd € 4.07), pride and support of local residents wWontreaseNl =
4.28) and that entertainment opportunities woutdgase during the regional or super regional
(M =4.09). There was also wide disagreement amiualgsts in regards to multiple perceived

social impacts. Students were split on whethetilitgdetween locals and visitors would
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increase during the event because of overcrowdihg 2.55,SD = 1.01) and whether local
residents would avoid attending regional or supgranal games because of an increase in
visitors and trafficl = 2.75,9D = 1.08). There was also some disagreement antodgrgs on
whether local residents may avoid business distant restaurants that could see an increase in
patrons during the everiti(= 3.22,SD = 1.04). Students disagreed that hosting a redjimn

super regional would negatively impact residentimigj near the event sitél(= 1.94). This may

be due to few students living in the area direatlyund the event site. Overall, students would
support hosting a regional or super regional, nttenée social impacts associated with the
event M = 4.32).

Several general negative impact statements wereaatessed, and with the exception of
three statements, there was wide disagreement astodgnts’ perceptions in regards to hosting
a regional or super regional on campus. Therehiggsagreement among students that traffic
and congestion would increase around the even{Mite4.40). However, students disagreed
that it would be better to have fewer visitors &gt money spent in the economy if it meant less
congestionsNl = 1.97). Students agreed that traffic and congestiould increase; however,
they did not see it as a significant problem. 8nid did slightly agree that trash and litter would
increase around the site of the evavit5 3.82), although it could be seen as split viglE =
0.84).

An area that saw wide disagreement among studesgigonses was that alcohol
consumption would become more of a problem anddnaadcontrol during the everiti(= 3.03,

SD =1.03). This discrepancy could be a result efitarying ages of students who completed
the survey. Students were also in disagreemetot\@bether hosting a regional or super

regional would lead to an increase in noise andudtdocal residentd = 2.91,SD = 1.01) and
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that limited parking and walking long distances Vdodeter casual fans from attendid €
2.72,3D =1.02). Although the standard deviation was loate).97, students were also split on
whether arrests and crimes rates would increaseodare influx of visitors and spectators during
the eventll = 2.63). Concern that local transit routes wouwdtl lve able to cope with an
increase in the number of visitors due to the ewerst also an area of disagreement among
studentsi = 2.79,SD = 0.99). The only general negative impact statdrtteat stands out as
truly negative based on findings was that trastesits believed trash and litter would increase

around the event site.

Differences in Support of Hosting a Regional or Sugr Regional and Participant
Demographics

A series of one-way ANOVA tests were performed asskessed to answer the first
research question. The demographic variablesradaye age, year in school, number of athletic
events attended per year, and number of intrampeatgcipated in per academic year were used
as independent variables in each ANOVA. The 3@gieed impact statements from the survey
were used as dependent variables in each ANOVA.

Gender differences. There were no significant differences between geniheregards
to any social or general negative impacts assatiait hosting a college baseball regional or
super regional on campus. However, significarfed#ces in regards to multiple perceived
economic impacts were found between males and é&ama&verall, males were significantly
more likely than females to agree that the locaheey would benefitgd = 0.032) and that the
University of Arkansas Athletic Department wouldchgeate thousands of dollars of revenpie (
0.001) as a result of hosting a college basebgibral or super regional on campus. Females,

however, were significantly more likely than mafps= 0.046) to agree that the price of tickets
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would not influence the demand for tickets duringré. If demand were to increase, it would
result in more ticket sales and more revenue. rékelts on gender differences in the economic
variables are illustrated in Table 3.

Table 3 One-Way ANOVA on Gender

Variable Male Female df F P
M M

11.) The University of Arkansas Athletic
Department will generate thousands of

. . 4.47 4.17 1 12.340 0.001
dollars of revenue by hosting a regional or
superregional on campus:
26.) The price of tickets will not influence
the demand for tickets to games during the

3.32 1 3.996 0.046

event (students are able to attend regular
seasons games free of charge):
29.) Overall, hosting a college baseball
regional or superregional on campus will 4.57 4.39 1 4.623 0.032

benefit the local economy:

Age differences. To examine differences based on age, studerggorses were divided
into two subgroups: those who were 21 or youngeat,those who were 22 or older. The age
groups showed no significant differences in regéodserceived social impacts. Significant
differences did arise between age groups in regartigo general negative impacts associated
with hosting a college baseball regional or supgranal, as well as the perceived overall
economic impact on the local economy.

Students who were 22 or older were significantlyrerikely to disagreep(= 0.011) that
it would be better to have less congestion if iarmtdess money spent in the economy. In this
study, congestion was perceived as less of a protdghose who were 22 or older.
Additionally, students who were 22 or older werereniikely to disagreep(= 0.048) with the

39



statement that alcohol consumption and control ditw@come more of a problem. It would
make sense that students who participated in tiy $hat are of legal drinking age would see
alcohol as being less of a problem. The leveigiiBcance, however, was not very strong. In
regards to economic impact, students that werer 2&ler were significantly more likely to

agree p = 0.036) that the local economy would benefit bgting a college baseball regional or
super regional on campus. This could be attribtaete fact that they were possibly on campus
the last time the University of Arkansas hostedganal during the 2010 season. Table 4
illustrates perceived differences based on stutagesgroup.

Table 4 One-Way ANOVA on Age

Variable <21 >22 df F P
M M

21.) It would be better to have fewer

visitors and less money spent in the 2.09 1.82 1 6.585 0.011
economy if it meant less congestion:

25.) Alcohol consumption will become

more of a problem and harder to control  3.13 2.90 1 3.957 0.048
with spectators:

29.) Overall, hosting a college baseball

regional or superregional on campus will 4.39 4.57 1 4450 0.036
benefit the local economy:

School year differences.A one-way ANOVA was also used to test the diffiees in
students’ perceptions based on their year in s¢lotadsified as: freshman, sophomore, junior,
senior, or graduate student. Students’ year inacthowed no significant differences in their
perceptions of social or general negative impastseated with hosting a college baseball
regional or super regional on campus. However,itmmortant perceived economic impacts

show significant differences. There was a sigaiitcdifference in the perception that the

40



University of Arkansas Athletic Department woulchgeate thousands of dollars of revenue
from hosting a college baseball regional or supgranal, but there was no significant
interaction between groups. Overall, seniors vgegrificantly more likely than freshmep €
0.016) to agree that hosting a regional or supgional would benefit the local economy. The
last time the University of Arkansas hosted a regipseniors would have been the only student
group out of the two on campus. As a result, seniere likely to have more knowledge of the
event and the impacts it brings to the local econoiihe results on perceived differences of

economic impacts based on students’ year in sdredlisplayed in Table 5.
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Table 5 One-Way ANOVA on School Year

Variable Fr So Jr Sr Grad df F P
M M M M M

11.) The University of Arkansas Athletic
Department will generate thousands of dollars

. . 4.24 4.45 4.42 4.13 4 2.714 0.030
of revenue by hosting a regional or
superregional on campus:
29.) Overall, hosting a college baseball regional
or superregional on campus will benefitthe  4.14 4.37 4.51 4.58 4.54 4 2.865 0.024

local economy:

* Fr — FreshmanSc — Sophomorelr — Junior Sr — Senior Grad - Graduate



Differences in number of athletic events attendedAs noted earlier, students were
grouped by the number of University of Arkansagdedit events they identified attending per
year; non-attendees, light-attendees, moderateesés, frequent-attendees, and heavy-
attendees. Overall, the ANOVA showed many sigaifiadifferences among students’
perceptions in regards to social, economic andrgénegative impacts based on the number of
athletic events they attend per year.

Economic impacts. In regards to economic impact, students’ who weeatified as
moderate§ = 0.001), frequenta(= 0.000) and heavy-attende@s=0.000) were significantly
more likely than non-attendees to disagree thatwwaild not attend regional or super regional
games if ticket prices increased. Additionallgdguent p = 0.002) and heavy-attendegs(
0.000) were significantly more likely to disagreghathe statement than light-attendees. It could
be assumed that the more athletic events you aptengear, the more likely you are to pay for
the events in the case ticket prices increaseltimgguin economic benefits or increases in the
economy.

Non-attendees were significantly less likely toesgthan lightg = 0.002), moderate (=
0.00), frequentg = 0.000), and heavy-attendeps=(0.000) that money spent in preparation for
the event would lead to a more successful and welgpatmosphere. It would make sense that
if a person doesn’t attend athletic events, theyldiaot see any benefits in the money spent
preparing for the events. Light-attendees were silgnificantly less likely than moderate-
attendeesp(= 0.009) to agree that money spent in prepardtiothe event would lead to a more
successful and welcoming atmosphere.

Moderate p = 0.004) and heavy-attende@s=0.001) were significantly more likely than

non-attendees to agree that the local economydmwke would benefit by hosting a college
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baseball regional or super regional. Heavy-atteadge= 0.008) were also significantly more
likely than light-attendees to agree that the l@z@minomy would benefit as a result of hosting a
regional or super regional. Overall, perceptiom®ag these groups in regards to economic
impacts were mostly positive in nature, with vacges among the groups in levels of agreement.
Tables 6-8 illustrate students’ differences in petmons in regards to three economic impact

statements based on the number of University obAsks athletic events they attend per year.
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Table 6 One-Way ANOVA on Athletic Events

Variable df F P 1-10 11-20 21-30 >30

M M M

<o
<

_ _ _ 4 10.950 0.000 3.28 2.64 2.26 2.00 1.89
5.) I will not attend regional or superregional

14

games because of a possible increase in Ath Ath P Ath Ath =)
ticket prices for a NCAA Championship _Events Events Events Events

11-20 0.001
event: 2130 0.000 21-30 0.002

0 ' 110 .30 0.000

>30 0.000
Table 7 One-Way ANOVA on Athletic Events
Variable df F P 1-10 11-20 21-30 >30

<o
<

M M M

4 9.591 0.000 3.22 3.89 4.24 4.02 4.18

24.) Money spent in preparation for the event

Ath Ath P Ath Ath P
will lead to a more successful and welcomingvents Events Events Events
atmosphere at the event site: 1-10  0.002

11-20  0.000
0 2130 0000 110  11-20  0.009

>30 0.000
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Table 8 One-Way ANOVA on Athletic Events

Variable df F P 0 1-10 11-20 21-30 >30
M M M M M

4 5.970 0.000 3.22 3.89 4.24 4.02 4.18
29.) Overall, hosting a college baseball
regional or superregional on campus will ~ Ath Ath P Ath Ath P

) Events Events Events Events
benefit the local economy:
11-20 0.004
0 >30 0.001 1-10 >30 0.008




Social impacts. Several significant differences appeared amomgesits’ perceptions in
regards to social impacts based on the number nelsity of Arkansas athletic events they
attend per year. Overall, those who were non-dées were significantly less likely than those
who were light p = 0.006), moderatg (= 0.000), frequentp(= 0.000), and heavy-attendeps=(
0.000) to be in favor of hosting a regional or suggional no matter the social impacts. Light-
attendees were also significantly less likely thayderate§ = 0.001), frequent(= 0.000) and
heavy-attendee® € 0.000) to be in favor of hosting a regional @par regional no matter the
social impacts. It can be assumed based on thmdja that the more athletic events students
attended the less concerned they were about owex@il impacts.

When asked their level of agreement with a stat¢me whether hosting a regional or
super regional would negatively impact residentimdj near the event site, heayy< 0.001),
frequent p = 0.000) and moderate-attendegs (0.006) were all significantly more likely to
disagree than those who were non-attendees. Fregue 0.009) and heavy-attendegs
0.022) were also significantly more likely to disag with the statement than light-attendees.
Additionally, heavy-attendees were significantlyrmbkely than non-attendeegs € 0.031) to
disagree with the statement that hostility betwleenls and visitors would increase during the
event because of overcrowding. In relation, heattgndees were significantly more likely than
non-attendee$(= 0.035) to agree that meeting fans and visitbgtter teams is an enjoyable
experience. If students didn't attend any athletients, it is reasonable to believe they would
think hostility would arise among crowds. Non-atteas were significantly more likely to agree
than light p = 0.021), moderatep(= 0.007), frequentp(= 0.001, and heavy-attendeps=(

0.002) that local residents would avoid attendiaggs during the regional or super regional

because of an increase in visitors and traffic.

a7



A statement was also used to assess studentsoleagreement that hosting a regional
or super regional would lead to an increase imd#ace at future University of Arkansas
baseball events. Moderage=£ 0.008;p = 0.003), frequentp(= 0.025;p = 0.031) and heavy-
attendeesp(= 0.003;p = 0.001) were significantly more likely than namddight-attendees,
respectively, to agree with the statement. Stigdehb attend more athletic events could have a
better knowledge of the overall attendance numladfscting their perception of this statement.
Moderate p = 0.047) and heavy-attende@s=0.025) were also significantly more likely than
non-attendees to agree that local businesses wooNitle higher levels of services during the
regional or super regional.

Another major social event that could possibly @ffgudents’ perceptions of hosting a
regional or super regional is the Walmart sharedrsidneeting that is held on the University of
Arkansas campus each year. Frequert.011) and heavy-attende@s=0.001) were
significantly more likely than non-attendees taméavor of hosting a regional or super regional
if it coincided with the Walmart shareholders megti Also, moderatgy(= 0.021), frequent(=
0.001) and heavy-attende@s<0.000) were significantly more likely than ligattendees to be
in favor of hosting a regional or super regionat doincided with the Walmart shareholders
meeting. Assumptions could be made that non-ag&endnd light-attendees like to avoid large
crowds associated with athletic events or larggasewents, hence the less favor they have
towards hosting the event if it coincided with iWalmart shareholders meeting.

Three social impact statements showed significleteeen students’ perceptions based
on the number of athletic events they attended;gvew there was no significant interaction
between the groups. Two other social impact végabhowed significance: one between only

the moderate and light-attendee groups and onesbatanly the moderate and non-attendee
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groups. Moderate attendees were significantly rikedy than light-attendeep & 0.029) to
believe that the media would portray the city ofétteville in a positive manner. Moderate
attendees were also significantly more likely than-attendee(= 0.017) to agree that
entertainment opportunities would increase durireggregional or super regional. Overall,
perceptions of social impacts associated with hgsdicollege baseball regional or super
regional varied greatly among students dependindn@mumber of athletic events they attended
per year. Perceptions were both positive and negatth many significant differences among
students’ perceptions. Tables 9-19 illustraterésellts of students’ perceptions of social impact
statements related to hosting a regional or sigggonal based on the number of University of

Arkansas athletic events they attend per year.
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Table 9 One-Way ANOVA on Athletic Events Variable30

Variable df F P 0 1-10 11-20 21-30 >30
M M M M M
4 5970  0.000 3.22 3.98 4.49 4.60 4.65
30.) Overall, I would be in favor of hosting & Ath Ath Ath Ath 5
. , P
regional or superregional on campus no _Events Events Events Events
- _ 1-10  0.003
matter the social impacts: 11-20 0.000
11-20 0.000
1-10 21-30 0.000
21-30 0.000
>30 0.000
>30 0.000
Table 10 One-Way ANOVA on Athletic Events Variablel
Variable df F P 0 1-10 11-20 21-30 >30
M M M M M
4 6.779  0.000 2.78 2.21 1.86 1.63 1.69
1.) Hosting a college baseball regional or
superregional will negatively impact Ath Ath = Ath Ath P
_ o _ Events Events Events Events
residents living near the event site: 11-20 0.006
21-30 0.009
0 21-30 0.000 1-10
>30 0.022
>30 0.031
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Table 11 One-Way ANOVA on Athletic Events Variable6

Variable df F P 0 1-10 11-20 21-30 >30
M M M M M
4 2.622 0.035 3.12 2.65 2.60 2.44 2.32
- - -
6.) Hostility between locals and visitors will Ath Ath o
increase because of overcrowding: Events Events
0 >30 0.031
Table 12 One-Way ANOVA on Athletic Events Variablel6
Variable df F P 0 1-10 11-20 21-30 >30
M M M M M
4 3.349 0.011 3.50 3.78 3.86 4.05 4.13
16.) Meeting visitors and fans of other teams Ath Ath
. . . _ P
is an enjoyable experience: Events Events
0 >30 0.035
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Table 13 One-Way ANOVA on Athletic Events Variable7

Variable df F P 0 1-10 11-20 21-30 >30
M M M M M
4 4.434 0.002 3.67 2.84 2.74 2.53 2.61
7.) Local residents may avoid attending Ath Ath -
games because of an increase in visitors and&vents Events
. 1-10 0.021
traffic:
11-20 0.007
21-30 0.001
>30 0.002
Table 14 One-Way ANOVA on Athletic Events Variablel8
Variable df F P 0 1-10 11-20 21-30 >30
M M M M M
_ _ 4 7.410 0.000 3.53 3.79 4.22 4.18 4.31
18.) Hosting a college baseball regional or
superregional will lead to an increase in Ath Ath - Ath Ath o
attendance at future Razorback baseball _Events Events Events Events
11-20 0.008 11-20 0.003
events
0 21-30 0.025 1-10 21-30 0.031
>30 0.003 >30 0.001
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Table 15 One-Way ANOVA on Athletic Events Variable22

Variable df F P 0 1-10 11-20 21-30 >30
M M M M M
4 2.960 0.020 3.28 3.69 3.88 3.70 3.95
22.) Local businesses will provide higher Ath Alh
levels of service during the event: Events Events P
11-20 0.047
>30 0.025
Table 16 One-Way ANOVA on Athletic Events Variable27
Variable df F P 0 1-10 11-20 21-30 >30
M M M M M
_ _ _ 4 9.172 0.000 2.82 3.09 3.64 3.89 4.06
27.) I would be in favor of hosting a regional
on campus even if it coincided with the
P Ath Ath 5 Ath Ath P
Walmart shareholders meeting held on Events Events Events Events
11-20 0.021
campus the same week: 21-30 0.011
1-10 21-30 0.001
>30 0.001
>30 0.000
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Table 17 One-Way ANOVA on Athletic Events: Variabkes With No Significance Between Groups

Variable df F P 0 1-10 11-20 21-30 >30
M M M M M

9.) Local residents may avoid business
districts and restaurants that could seean 4 2.409 0.049 3.67 3.96 3.20 3.04 3.05

increase in patrons during the event:

10.) Student support for Razorback baseball
will increase by hosting a regional or super 4 2.481 0.044 4.00 4.21 4.36 4.21 4.48

regional on campus:

13.) Visitors of the regional or
superregional will be more likely to visit

_ _ _ 2.416 0.049 3.56 3.81 4.09 3.89 3.92
Fayetteville again because they enjoyed the

experience:
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Table 18 One-Way ANOVA on Athletic Events Variabled4

Variable df F P 0 1-10 11-20 21-30 >30
M M M M M
4 3.455 0.009 4.06 4.19 4.52 4.46 4.47
4.) The image of the City of Fayetteville will
be portrayed in a positive manner, both Ath Ath p
_ _ Events Events
through national and local media:
1-10 11-20  0.029
Table 19 One-Way ANOVA on Athletic Events Variablel4
Variable df F P 0 1-10 11-20 21-30 >30
M M M M M
4 2.623  0.035 3.67 4.06 4.21 4.05 4.13
14.) Entertainment opportunities will increase
during the duration of the regional or Ath Ath P
_ Events Events
superregional:
0 11-20  0.017




General negative impacts. Many significant differences appeared among sttsde
perceptions based on the number of athletic etbatsattended in regards to general negative
impact statements. Moderafe=< 0.034), frequenty(= 0.011) and heavy-attende@s=(0.030)
were significantly more likely than non-attendeeslisagree that crime rates and arrests would
increase during the regional or super regionalid&tts who attend a higher number of athletic
events may have a better understanding of howdadofficers act during the events, swaying
their perceptions. Also, frequemt£ 0.006) and heavy-attende@s=0.000) were significantly
more likely than non-attendees to disagree that liwansit routes would not be able to cope with
the increase in traffic. Again, familiarity fronttending more athletic events could have an
impact on students’ perceptions in regards to tirapact statements.

Understandably, non-attendees were significantlyenfikely than frequentp(= 0.038)
and heavy-attendees £ 0.031) to agree that limited parking and walkimgg distances to get
to the games would deter casual fans from atterti@gegional or super regional games. If
students don't attend athletic events in the ptate, it is reasonable to believe they would think
casual fans would stray away from regional or supgional games if parking and walking
became an issue. Finally, frequemt=(0.006) and heavy-attende@s=0.007) were
significantly more likely than non-attendees toagiee that the increase in irregular visitors and
fans will cause a hassle to the local communityer@ll, students who identified with attending
more athletic events per year seemed to have feaeies about general negative impact
statements than those who attended few to no atledstnts. Tables 20-23 display the results

related to general negative impact statements.
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Table 20 One-Way ANOVA on Athletic Events Variable8

Variable df F P 0 1-10 11-20 21-30 >30
M M M M M
4 3.268 0.012 3.28 2.75 2.56 2.44 2.53
8.) Crime rates and arrests will increase due
to an influx of visitors and spectators during Ath Ath P
Events Events
the duration of the event: 11-20 0.034
0 21-30 0.011
>30 0.030
Table 21 One-Way ANOVA on Athletic Events Variablel5
Variable df F P 0 1-10 11-20 21-30 >30
M M M M M
4 4.951 0.001 3.56 2.88 2.87 2.64 2.45
15.) Local transit routes will not be able to
cope with an increase in the number of Ath Ath P
o ) Events Events
visitors possible due to the event:
21-30 0.006
>30 0.000
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Table 22 One-Way ANOVA on Athletic Events Variablel9

Variable df F P 0 1-10 11-20 21-30 >30
M M M M M
4 2.646  0.034 3.33 2.80 2.74 2.54 2.56
19.) Limited parking and walking long
distances will deter casual fans from Ath Ath =
. _ Events Events
attending games during the event:
21-30 0.031
>30 0.038
Table 23 One-Way ANOVA on Athletic Events Variable28
Variable df F P 0 1-10 11-20 21-30 >30
M M M M M
4 4396  0.002 3.00 2.53 2.44 2.18 2.19
28.) The increase in irregular visitors will
cause a hassle to the local community and _Ath Ath P
. . Events Events
will be difficult to accommodate:
21-30 0.006
>30 0.007




Differences in number of intramurals participated in. To answer the final part of the
first research question, a one-way ANOVA was a#soto test for any differences in students’
perceptions of hosting a regional or super regibaakd on the number of intramural activities
they participate in per academic year. The numbstudents in each group was not dispersed
evenly, causing inconsistent differences in pefoaptamong the groups. Although five
variables showed significant differences betwe#&amural groups, the groups were inconsistent
with perceptions.

Only one social impact statement showed a sigmfidéference. Light-participants in
intramurals were significantly more likely than nparticipants§ = 0.019) to disagree local
residents may avoid attending games because otcagaise in visitors and traffic.

In regards to general negative impact statemestscaged with hosting a regional or
super regional, non-participants were significantlyre likely than moderate-participanps<
0.021) to agree trash and little would increasegdahe event site. Also, light-participants were
significantly more likely than moderate-participsuf = 0.042) to disagree it would be better to
have fewer visitors and less money spent in the@oy if it meant less congestion.

Two economic impact statements also showed sigmifidifferences in student
perceptions based on the number of intramurals phetycipate in per academic year. Heavy-
participants in intramurals were significantly mdikely than light-participants (p = 0.022) to
agree that the University of Arkansas Athletic D&yp@nt would generate thousands of dollars
of revenue by hosting a regional or super regioAdihough the statement that the price of
tickets would not influence the demand for ticketgames during the regional or super regional

showed overall significance, there was no significateraction between groups.
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Overall, students’ perceptions did vary based emiiimber of intramural events they
participate in per academic year. However, groupe not evenly distributed, raising concern

on the validity of differences among the impactestents.

Predictors for Increased Support of Arkansas Baseldh

To answer the second research question of thg,dtuge impact statements were
specifically used to assess students’ perceptibostduture support for Arkansas baseball in
regards to the possibility of hosting a regionasper regional on campus. Overall, results
showed that students as a whole were in agreema&nosting a regional or super regional on
the University of Arkansas campus would lead toease in student support, increased
attendance and increased support of local residentskansas baseball. Table 24 illustrates
the means and standard deviations of each statemesgards to future support.

Table 24 Predictors of Future Support for ArkansasBaseball

Impact Variables M SD

10.) Student support for Razorback baseball

will increase by hosting a regional or super 4.30 0.74
regional on campus:

18.) Hosting a college baseball regional or

superregional will lead to an increase in

attendance at future Razorback baseball 407 082
events:

20.) Hosting a regional or superregional will

increase the pride and support of local 4.28 0.74

residents:

A series of one-way ANOVA's were used to analyzg perceived differences among

student demographics in regards to future suppatirzcreased attendance for Arkansas
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baseball. Again, the five demographic variable=dus assess any differences among students’
perceptions were student age, student genderjrysahool, the number of athletic events they
attended, and how active they were in intramurals.

Student support. Students were given a statement and asked ttheitdevel of
agreement on whether student support for Arkanassiall would increase as a result of hosting
a regional or super regional on campus. Displdyetiable 25, the only demographic variable
to show any overall significant differences wasnhienber of athletic events students identified
attending per year. However, with a high p-valti8.644, no significant interactions occurred
between groups based on the number of athleticcetiea students attended. Based on the mean
scores of students’ responses, results showedrdtigherceived support for Arkansas baseball
would increase as a result of hosting a regionalper regional on campus.

Increased attendance.Students were also given a statement and askatettheir level
of agreement on whether attendance would incradskuae Arkansas baseball events as a result
of hosting a regional or super regional. Onceragaie only demographic variable to show
significance among student perceptions was the puwitathletic events students identified
attending each year. lllustrated by Table 26, esttgl who were moderate (p = 0.008, p = 0.003),
frequent (p = 0.025, p = 0.031) and heavy-attenflees0.003, p = 0.001) were significantly
more likely than non-attendees and light-attendesspectively, to agree that attendance would
increase at future Arkansas baseball events alt od$osting a regional or super regional.
Based on the results of the mean scores, studemé&siwagreement that hosting a regional or
super regional will lead to an increase in attedaat future Arkansas baseball events.

Local residents’ support. The last statement relating to future supportdidansas

baseball as students to rate their level of agreeorewhether hosting a regional or super
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regional will increase the pride and support ofllaesidents. A series of one-way ANOVA'’s
were again run using each of the five demograpai@tles mentioned previously. Results
showed no significant interactions between any gsdor the statement. Based on the overall
mean scores previously displayed, students wendli@a agreement that pride and support of

local residents would increase by hosting a redionauper regional.
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Table 25 One-Way ANOVA for Student Support Based o Number of Athletic Events Attended

Variable df F P 0 1-10 11-20 21-30 >30
M M M M M
10.) Student support for Razorback
baseball will increase by hosting a regional 4 2.481 0.044 4.00 4.21 4.36 421 4.48
or super regional on campus:
Table 26 One-Way ANOVA on Increased Attendance Basl on Athletic Events Attended
Variable df F P 0 1-10 11-20 21-30 >30
M M M M M
4 4552  0.000 3.53 3.79 4.22 4.19 4.31

18.) Hosting a college baseball regional or

superregional will lead to an increase in

perreg Ath Ath b Ath Ath P
attendance at future Razorback baseball _Events Events Events Events
events: 11-20 0.008 11-20 0.003

0o  21-30 0025 1.9 2130 0.031
>30  0.003 >30  0.001




Chapter 5

Discussion

Many previous studies on college athletics havg facused on the so called ‘revenue
generating’ sports, football and basketball. Addially, most studies on sport events have only
focused on the economic impact associated withetbosnts (Kim & Petrick, 2005). Baseball is
viewed on a much smaller scale at the collegiatel |avith little to no research contributing to
its impacts on college campuses. Therefore, tinggse of this study was to develop a deeper
understanding of students’ perceptions of soc@nemic and general negative impacts
associated with hosting a NCAA baseball regionauper regional on the host campus and
community. This study focused on the UniversityAdfansas as a possible host institution and
examined students’ perceptions at the school. dbpextive was to see if there were any
differences in students’ perceptions of hostinggianal or super regional based on the
demographics of gender, age, year in school, thabeu of University of Arkansas athletic
events they attend per year, or the number ofrmiral activities they participated in per
academic year. The other objective was to exammether the impacts associated with hosting
a regional or super regional led students to belspport for Arkansas baseball would increase
in the future.

The major findings of this study show that theegavsignificant differences in students’
perceptions of multiple impact statements relatelasting a regional or super regional. Results
showed significant differences in students’ pericgystin regards to each of the five
demographic variables: gender, age, year in schoohper of athletic events attended per year,

and the number of intramural activities particighite Studying each impact statement that
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displayed significant differences among studengsteptions could help future event organizers
focus on areas of concern at future events, ograze areas of success and continue them at
future events.

H2 stated students would have positive percepiionsgards to economic impacts
associated with hosting a Division | college ba#lelegional or super regional on campus.
Indeed, significant differences among gender pe¢i@epin relation to hosting a regional or
super regional were visible in three economic imgéatements. Overall, males were
significantly more likely than females to agreetttiee local economy would benefit from
hosting a regional or super regional on campuso Ahales were significantly more likely than
females to believe the University of Arkansas Atikl®epartment would generate thousands of
dollars of revenue from hosting a regional or supgronal on campus. Females, however, were
significantly more likely than males to believekit prices would not influence demand for
tickets to the regional or super regional. Theseiits show males have more positive
perceptions than females towards economic berasttisciated with hosting a regional or super
regional. Results also show males have a mordimegeerception towards economic costs,
such as an increase in ticket prices.

In regards to students’ age, three impact statessrsowed significant differences among
students’ perceptions. Students 22 years of agéder were significantly more likely to
disagree than students 21 or younger that it wbalbetter to have less congestion if it meant
less money spent in the economy. Based on thegtgestudents 22 years of age or older seem
to be less concerned about congestion and moreguett with economic impacts resulting from
hosting a regional or super regional on campuseason for these results could be many

students 22 or older are graduate students witbhehlevel of education and knowledge of true
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impacts associated with such an event. H3 statekkists would have negative perceptions in
regards to general impacts associated with hostiDgyision | college baseball regional or super
regional on campus. In support of H3, studentgeziks of age or younger were more concerned
that alcohol consumption and control would beconoeenof a problem during the regional or
super regional. Considering everyone 22 yeargefaa older is of legal drinking age, it is
reasonable to believe they have less concern rneggattohol problems. Lastly, students 22
years of age or older were significantly more kkedan those 21 or under to agree that the
overall local economy would benefit from hostingegional or super regional on campus. These
perceptions could possibly be attributed to thé tlaat the last time the University of Arkansas
hosted a regional or super regional was 2010, mganost or all students under the age of 21
were not on campus or attending the University idafvsas during the time. As a result, they
would have less knowledge about the event tharetivi® were attending or were on campus.

Senior students were significantly more likelyrtfieeshmen to believe that the local
economy would benefit from hosting a regional ggesuregional on campus. As noted
previously, the last time the University of Arkaadasted a regional or super regional was
2010. Current seniors would have been studertkedtmes, whereas current freshmen were not
students at the time. As a result, seniors asdlito have more knowledge of impacts
associated with a hosting a regional or super redj@ffecting their perceptions.

The biggest differences among students’ percepticere based on the number of
University of Arkansas athletic events the studettsnd per year. Not surprisingly, die-hard
fans are likely to have greatly different percepsishan non-fans or social fans. Results show
students who attend fewer athletic events were rmameerned about economic costs associated

with hosting a regional or super regional on campDbviously, non-attendees were
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significantly more likely than moderate, frequentdeavy-attendees to agree they would not
attend regional or super regional games if ticketgs increased. Also, light-attendees were
significantly more likely than frequent and heatteadees to agree they wouldn’t attend games
because of an increase in ticket prices. Non-d&es were also significantly more likely than
any student who does attend athletic events t@sahat money spent in preparation for the
regional or super regional would lead to a moresssful and welcoming atmosphere. Not
surprisingly, students who don’t attend any athletients or attend very few are significantly
more concerned with economic costs associatedheikting a regional or super regional on
campus. If they don’t attend in the first plag@sing prices or spending money on the event is
going to be viewed negatively in their eyes.

Moderate and heavy-attendees were significantlsertikely than non-attendees to agree
with the statement that the local economy wouldefiefrom hosting a regional or super
regional. Heavy-attendees were also significamibye likely than light-attendees to agree with
the statement. Assumptions could be made thahtre athletic events students attend, the
more positive perceptions they have in regardetmemic benefits.

H1 stated hosting a Division | college baseballaegl or super regional on campus
would have no effect on students’ perceptions ofatampacts. However, in regards to social
impact statements associated with hosting a reg@rsuper regional on campus, the number of
athletic events the students attended greatlyteffetheir perceptions. Overall, non-attendees
were significantly less likely than any event attea to be in favor of hosting a regional or super
regional no matter the social impacts. Light-aless were also significantly less likely than
moderate, frequent and heavy-attendees to be ar favmatter the social impacts. Moderate,

frequent and heavy-attendees were all significamtbye likely than non-attendees to disagree
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with the statement that the event would negatiiralyact residents living near the even site.
Frequent and heavy-attendees were also significamile likely to disagree with the statement
than light-attendees. Heavy-attendees were sogmfity more likely than non-attendees to agree
that meeting fans and visitors of other teams isrgayable experience. In relation, heavy-
attendees were also significantly more likely than-attendees to disagree that hostility
between locals and visitors would increase becatisgercrowding during the regional or super
regional.

Results lead to believe that the more athletic &svstudents attend per year the less
concerned they are with perceived negative satiphcts on residents. Students who don’t
attend any athletic events could be less sociakénéhe reason they don't attend athletic events.
If that is the case, they could see these eveggtively in regards to impacts they may bring.
Students who don't attend athletic events also dook know what the spectator interaction at
the events is like, so they automatically thinkostility between opposing sides when it comes
to social interacting.

Differing perceptions based on the number of Ursitrg of Arkansas athletic events
students attended also appeared in relation torglemegative impact statements related to
hosting a regional or super regional. Moderaegudent and heavy-attendees were significantly
more likely than non-attendees to disagree thaternates and arrests would increase during the
event. Frequent and heavy-attendees were alsibicaguily more likely than non-attendees to
disagree that local transit routes would not be &blcope with the increase in visitors. On top
of that, non-attendees were significantly moreljikban frequent and heavy-attendees to agree
that limited parking and walking long distance wbdeter casual fans from attending regional

or super regional games. It is visible based salte that students who attend no athletic events
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are more concerned with general negative impaetgvients may bring. If students don't attend
any athletic events, it is reasonable to see thearo and negative perceptions they may have
with increases in crime and traffic. Those studeattending athletic events on a regular basis
are likely used to the atmosphere and traffic arnltcsee as great of concerns in those areas.

Although a one-way ANOVA test was used to deteendifferences in students’
perceptions based on the number of intramural iieB\they participate in per academic year,
the results cannot be considered reliable. Stgdeete categorized into five groups based on
the number of intramurals they participated in, and group made up nearly 44 percent of the
total response rate, while another accounted fer 8¢ percent. Sample sizes for the remaining
groups were too small to generalize to the stubedy.

Not surprisingly, students’ perceptions showedrtiost significance when examined
based on the number of athletic events they atpfengear. Each demographic variable did,
however, show some sort of significance in studgreiceptions of hosting a regional or super
regional on campus. Though the results of thidystion’t analyze actual results of such an
event, they could be a good predictor of what ¥ipe tmpacts the event may bring to a similar
university with strong support for the baseballgreon. Findings of this study could be
generalized to most schools in the Southeasterfe@mte as well as schools in the Atlantic
Coast Conference where college baseball has egsioiawing.

To further analyze each independent variable aedigirstudent perceptions, a factor
analysis could be run. Without the factor analyisiwas difficult to determine which impact
area showed the most support towards the socibexge theory. It is clear, however, that the
social exchange theory is at work in this studuprt for the event was high among students’

responses, as were the perceived benefits of lgatnevent. A factor analysis would more
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precisely depict perceived differences and suppased on economic, social and general
negative impacts associated with the event. Oveeslults showed that students were in
agreement that support for Arkansas baseball wioal@ase from hosting a regional or super

regional on campus.

Future Research

Future studies on college baseball could dive @rrihto the issue of impacts the sport
brings to the students, campus, local residentspmmunity. Although college football and
basketball are studied extensively in relatiomtpact around campuses, many college baseball
teams play twice the number of home games. Irdlagmbaseball crazed area, such as the
University of Arkansas or the Southeastern Confegelarge crowds and visitors are occurring
more often. With the growing popularity of collelgaseball, it would be necessary to get insight
on the perceived impacts associated with the sparticularly from local residents and students.
In this study, students were forced to choose faamnge the number of University of Arkansas
athletic events they attend yearly. For futurelis, the response could be left open-ended to let
students input their own number. This would alltve researcher to categorize responses into
smaller ranges, as to where someone who resporateading only one athletic event is not in
the same category as someone with a responseef Rirture studies could also use a
longitudinal approach and study a particular ursitgrsuch as the University of Arkansas or a
similar southeastern school. The study could fasuthe entire regular season for a period of
years, or just focus on the postseason. Eithenoaphp could provide further insight into the
growing popularity of college baseball and the iotpassociated with the sport. Numbers to
look at for a more in depth study could be evetgratance, city tax revues, county tax revenues,

state tax revenues, and even business sales foma@eriod studied.
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Conclusion

This study assessed University of Arkansas stsdprtceived impacts of hosting a
college baseball regional or super regional on eceam®verall, students were in agreement that
the local economy would benefit. As a whole, stug@vere also in favor of hosting a regional
or super regional no matter the social impactsay toring.

The findings of this study indicated there are Bigant differences in students’
perceptions of hosting a regional or super regibaskd on their age, gender, year in school,
number of athletic events they attend per year thachumber of intramural activities they
participate in per academic year. Although findird this study were perceived impacts, they
could be useful for event organizers such as thAAl@nd University of Arkansas to predict
actual outcomes.

Without running a factory analysis, negative impstatements were generated to gauge
students’ overall perceptions of possible negatiygacts. In reality, some of these statements
may not occur during the event, leaving the pobsilfor a pre and post study of such an event.
To eventually test for full validity of the soci@kchange theory, the study could be taken one
step further. In their study, Hritz and Ross (20Hh an exploratory factor analysis using the
impact variables and categorize them into sociaebts, economic benefits and negative
impacts. Similar tests could be ran for this sttalfurther analyze students’ responses in
regards to perceived economic, social and genegdtive impacts associated with hosting a

college baseball regional or super regional on cemp

71



References

Baade, R.A., Baumann, R.W., & Matheson, V.A. (20Biy men on campus: Estimating the
economic impact of college sports on local econsnitegional Sudies, 45(3), 371-380.

Bob, U., & Swart, K. (2009). Resident perceptiohthe 2010 FIFA soccer World Cup stadia
development in Cape Towbrban Forum, 20(1), 47-59.

Briedenhann, J. (2011). Economic and tourism expiects of the 2010 FIFA World Cup — a
resident perspectivdournal of Sport & Tourism, 16(1), 5-32.

Chalip, L. (2006). Towards social leverage of sgents.Journal of Sport & Tourism, 11(2),
109-127.

Chalip, L., Green, B.C., & Hill, B. (2003). Effectd sport event media on destination image and
intention to visitJournal of Sport Management, 17, 214-234.

Chen, S., Salazar, W., Vanover, S., & Stefanir¥).L(2011). True economic impact of a
regional NCAA Division-I university’s fall sport éans.China-USA Business Review,
10(2), 125-131.

Gursoy, D. & Kendall, K.W. (2006). Hosting mega etge Modeling locals’ suppor&nnals of
Tourism Research, 33(3), 607.

Green, B.C., Costa, C., & Fitzgerald, M. (2003).rk#ing the host city: Analyzing exposure
generated by a sport evehiternational Journal of Sports Marketing & Sponsor ship,
4(4), 335-353.

Hritz, N., & Ross, C. (2010). The perceived impaitsport tourism: An urban host community
perspectiveJournal of Soort Management, 24(2), 119-138.

Kim, S., & & Petrick, J. (2005). Residents’ perdeps on impacts of the FIFA 2002 World Cup:
The case of Seoul as a host citgurism Management, 26, 25-38.

Konstantaki, M., & Wickens, E. (2010). Residentsigeptions of environmental and security
issues at the 2012 London Olympic Gandesrnal of Sport & Tourism, 15(4), 337-357.

National Collegiate Athletic Association (2010, Betber 7)Basketball resources. Retrieved
March 5, 2013, from
http://www.ncaa.org/wps/wcm/connect/public/ncaateses/basketball+resources/ncaa
+march+madness+filling+the+division+i+basketballtkets

National Collegiate Athletic Association (2012011 Division | baseball championship
handbook. Retrieved March 5, 2013, from
http://fs.ncaa.org/Docs/champ_handbooks/baseball/2Q_1 Baseball.pdf

72



National Collegiate Athletic Association (20132012-13 NCAA postseason football handbook.
Retrieved March 5, 2013, from
http://www.ncaa.org/wps/wcm/connect/public/ncaagi2id12/12-
13+postseason+football+handbook

National Collegiate Athletic Association (2013Bhampionships. Retrieved March 5, 2013,
from http://www.ncaa.org/wps/wcm/connect/public/atdnampionships

NCBWA (2012).2012 Division | baseball attendance. Retrieved March 21, 2013, from
http://www.sportswriters.net/ncbwa/news/2012/attarod 120605. pdf

Ritchie, B.W., Shipway, R., & Cleeve, B. (2009).9rEent perceptions of mega-sporting events:
A non-host city perspective of the 2012 London ObyerGamesJournal of Sport &
Tourism, 14(2-3), 143-167.

Schulenkorf, N. (2009). An ex ante framework foe #trategic study of social utility of sport
events.Tourism and Hospitality Research, 9(2), 120-131.

Schulenkorf, N., & Edwards, D. (2012). Maximizingsitive social impacts: Strategies for
sustaining and leveraging the benefits of intercamity sport events in divided
societiesJournal of Soort Management, 26(5), 379-390.

Smith, J.C. (2009). Organization of a college baieburnamentlMA Journal of Management
Mathematics, 20(2), 213-232.

Trail, G.T., & Kim, Y.K. (2011). Factors influenaypspectator sports consumption: NCAA
women'’s college basketbalhternational Journal of Sports Marketing & Sponsor ship,
13(1), 60-82.

Wilson, R. (2006). The economic impact of localsgwents: Significant, limited or otherwise?
A case study of four swimming eventdanaging Leisure, 11(1), 57-70.

73



Appendix A

Survey Instrument

74



Rate the following statements, in your opinion, oryour level of agreement or disagreement,
with hosting a NCAA Division | college baseball regnal or super regional on campus. The
scale is as follows: (1) strongly disagree, (2) digree, (3) neither agree or disagree, (4)
agree, and (5) strongly agree.

Neither
Disagree  Agree or Agree
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

1.) Hosting a college baseball
regional or superregional will
negatively impact residents living
near the event site:

2.) Local business will benefit
because of an increase in visitors
by hosting a regional or super
regional on campus:

3.) Traffic and congestion will
increase around the area of the 1 2 3 4 5
event:

4.) The image of the City of
Fayetteville will be portrayed in a
positive manner, both through
national and local media:

5.) I will not attend regional or
superregional games because of a
possible increase in ticket prices
for a NCAA Championship event:
6.) Hostility between locals and
visitors will increase because of 1 2 3 4 5
overcrowding:

7.) Local residents may avoid

attending games because of an 1 2 3 4 5
increase in visitors and traffic:

8.) Crime rates and arrests will
increase due to an influx of visitors
and spectators during the duration
of the event:

9.) Local residents may avoid
business districts and restaurants
that could see an increase in
patrons during the event:

10.) Student support for Razorback
baseball will increase by hosting a
regional or super regional on
campus:

[ER
N
w
N
(6]
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11.) The University of Arkansas
Athletic Department will generate
thousands of dollars of revenue by 1
hosting a regional or superregional

on campus:

12.) Hosting a regional or super
regional will lead to an increase in 1
noise and disrupt local residents:
13.) Visitors of the regional or
superregional will be more likely
to visit Fayetteville again because
they enjoyed the experience:

14.) Entertainment opportunities
will increase during the duration of 1
the regional or superregional:

15.) Local transit routes will not be
able to cope with an increase in the
number of visitors possible due to
the event:

16.) Meeting visitors and fans of
other teams is an enjoyable 1
experience:

17.) Trash and litter will increase
around the site of the event, most
notably Baum Stadium and
surrounding parking lots:

18.) Hosting a college baseball
regional or superregional will lead
to an increase in attendance at
future Razorback baseball events:
19.) Limited parking and walking
long distances will deter casual
fans from attending games during
the event:

20.) Hosting a regional or
superregional will increase the
pride and support of local
residents:

21.) It would be better to have
fewer visitors and less money
spent in the economy if it meant
less congestion:

22.) Local businesses will provide
higher levels of service during the 1
event:

23.) The image of Fayetteville will 1

[EEN



be decreased by media portrayal:

24.) Money spent in preparation

for the event will lead to a more

successful and welcoming

atmosphere at the event site:

25.) Alcohol consumption will

become more of a problem and 1 2 3
harder to control with spectators:

26.) The price of tickets will not

influence the demand for tickets to

games during the event (students 1 2 3
are able to attend regular seasons

games free of charge):

27.) 1 would be in favor of hosting

a regional on campus even if it

coincided with the Walmart 1 2 3
shareholders meeting held on
campus the same week:

28.) The increase in irregular
visitors will cause a hassle to the
local community and will be
difficult to accommodate:

29.) Overall, hosting a college
baseball regional or superregional
on campus will benefit the local
economy:

30.) Overall, I would be in favor of
hosting a regional or superregional
on campus no matter the social
impacts:

Answer the following as honest and to the best obyr knowledge possible:
1. What is your gender?
a. Male
b. Female
2. What is your age?
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3. What is your ethnicity?

a. Caucasian / White

b. Hispanic or Latino
c. Black or African-American
d. Asian / Pacific Islander
e. Native American or American Indian
f.  Multiracial
g. Would rather not disclose
h. Other
4. How many University of Arkansas athletic eventsyda attend per year?
a. 0
b. 1-10
c. 11-20
d. 21-30

e. More than 30
5. Which best describes you?
a. University of Arkansas student
b. Local business owner or manager
6. What is your current status in school?
a. Freshman
b. Sophomore
c. Junior
d. Senior
e. Graduate student
7. Do you live on campus?
a. Yes
b. No
8. If you answered no to 7, approximately how far awaymiles, from Baum Stadium do

you live?

9. How long have you lived at your current place aiidence?
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10.Do you have the student access pass for athleticte¥
a. Yes
b. No
11.Do you live in Fayetteville during the summer?
a. Yes
b. No
12.How many intramural sports or activities do youtjggrate in per academic year?
a. 0
b. 1
c. 2
d. 3
e. 4 or more
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Informed Consent

As part of a research project at the Universitad€ansas, you are being invited to participate in
a survey regarding perceived impacts of hostingliege baseball regional or super regional on
campus.

There are no risks or penalties for your partiégratn this research study. The information
collected may not benefit you directly. The infotioa learned in this study may be helpful to
others. Your completed questionnaire results vélktored at the University of Arkansas. The
guestionnaire will take approximately 10 minutesdmplete.

Please remember that your participation in thigdia voluntary. Participants in the study must
be 18 years of age or older at the time of sureegpietion. No one under 18 should complete
the survey. By completing the attached questioengu are voluntarily agreeing to participate.
You are free to skip any particular question osttup at any time if you choose.

You acknowledge that all your present question®lmeen answered in a language you can
understand and all future questions will be treatetie same manner. If you have any questions
about the study, please contact Marcus Ozbun &) &-XXXX.

If you have any questions about your rights asearch subject, you may call Ro Windwalker,
Compliance Coordinator for Research Support anch&ped Programs, at (XxX) XXX-Xxxx. You
will be given the opportunity to discuss any quassi about your rights as a research subject, in
confidence, with a member of the committee.

Sincerely,

Marcus Ozbun
University of Arkansas
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Office of Research Compliance
Institutional Review Board

April 3, 2013
MEMORANDUM
TO: Marcus Ozbun
Stephen Dittmore
FROM: Ro Windwalker
IRB Coordinator
RE: PROJECT MODIFICATICN
IRB Protocol #: 13-03-567
Protocol Title: Perceived Impacts of Hosting a College Baseball Regional or Super
Regional: Host Institution and Community Perspective
Review Type: D EXEMPT []EXPEDITED []FULLIRB

Approved Project Period: Start Date: 04/03/2013 Expiration Date: 03/17/2014

Your request to modify the referenced protocol has been approved by the IRB. This protocol is
currently approved for 500 total participants. If you wish to make any further modifications in the
approved protocol, including enrolling more than this number, you must seek approval prior to
implementing those changes. All modifications should be requested in writing (email is acceptable)
and must provide sufficient detail to assess the impact of the change.

Please note that this approval does not extend the Approved Project Period. Should you wish to
extend your project beyond the current expiration date, you must submit a request for continuation
using the UAF IRB form “Continuing Review for IRB Approved Projects.” The request should be sent to
the IRB Coordinator, 210 Administration.

For protocols requiring FULL IRB review, please submit your request at least one month prior to the
current expiration date. (High-risk protocols may require even more time for approval.) For protocols
requiring an EXPEDITED or EXEMPT review, submit your request at least two weeks prior to the
current expiration date. Failure to obtain approval for a continuation on or prior to the currently
approved expiration date will result in termination of the protocol and you will be required to submit a
new protocol to the IRB before continuing the project. Data collected past the protocol expiration date
may need to be eliminated from the dataset should you wish to publish. Only data collected under a
currently approved protocol can be certified by the IRB for any purpose.

If you have questions or need any assistance from the IRB, please contact me at 210 Administration
Building, 5-2208, or irb@uark.edu.

210 Administration Building « 1 University of Arkansas « Fayetteville, AR 72701
Voice (479) 575-2208 « Fax (479) 575-3846 » Email irbi@uark.edu

The University of Arkansas is an equal opportunity faffirmative action institution.
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