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ABSTRACT
A recognized increase in public-sector investment in events has led
to a consequent requirement to clearly demonstrate a return on that
investment. Commonly that return is seen as an economic one, but
this ignores a range of other impacts. There is, therefore, a need to
identify theoretically sound and practically relevant methods for
evaluating publicly supported events. Also needed from those
investing in the events is broad support for the method of
evaluation and confidence in the validity of the results obtained.
In order to support the development of event evaluation methods
to satisfy this need, this case study research undertaken in
Östersund, Sweden, identifies – in the context of publicly
supported periodic events and festivals – what should be
evaluated and how these events and festivals should be
evaluated. The studies revealed that regardless of their different
needs there was consensus amongst participant stakeholders
regarding the criteria required for the evaluation.
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Introduction

Event evaluation plays a vital role in policy-making, managerial improvement and event
design (Brown, Getz, Pettersson, & Wallstam, 2015). To event organizations planning and
operating periodic events and festivals, evaluation is used to improve management prac-
tice and performance while providing the means of effectively communicating event out-
comes to external stakeholders (Bowdin, Allen, O’Toole, Harris, & McDonnell, 2012). To
local governments investing in a periodic event, evaluation is of increased interest as a
mechanism of confidently demonstrating a return in the use of those public funds
(Wood, 2009).

In the O’Sullivan, Pickernell, and Senyard (2009) study of public-sector evaluation of
festivals and special events in the UK, a mismatch was identified between why events
were supported and what was actually evaluated. Events were primarily supported for
their perceived socio-cultural value, but evaluation appeared instead to be focused on
measuring economic outputs and improving processes. In the study, respondents were
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looking for methods and tools for evaluation that were flexible and cost effective and could
be used for ‘like for like’ comparisons. An initiative that partially meets this need is the UK
web site eventIMPACTS (http://www.eventimpacts.com), an online resource toolkit to
assist event organizers in improving the evaluation of the impacts associated with
staging events. While providing a valuable resource, the current initiative does not fully
meet the needs of the event industry and local governments for evaluation that is theor-
etically sound, practically relevant and, ideally, uncomplicated and inexpensive to use.
Other evaluation tools include the Australian Encore festival and event evaluation
toolkit (Encore) and the Finnish Event Evaluation Tool (FEET). These tools proved pro-
blematic and are now no longer in use. Reviews of Encore and FEET by Schlenker, Foley,
and Getz (2010) and Pasanen, Taskinen, and Mikkonen (2009) identified the problem
areas and provided recommendations for the development of more effective event evalu-
ation methods.

Recent Swedish research and development (Getz, 2016) identified serious deficiencies
in the current approach to evaluation where many consultant-driven and often ad hoc
initiatives were considered both unreliable and unable to be compared with other
methods. Involved in these discussions were stakeholders in Östersund, a small city in
the middle of Sweden, which hosts several events involving considerable local government
investment. Municipal representatives and event organizers in Östersund were aware that
current event evaluation practice was inconsistent and unsatisfactory. They argued that
there needed to be readily available and standardized, well-designed evaluation methods
(P. Jemteborn, personal communication, June 13, 2016; P. Johansson, personal communi-
cation, September 20, 2016).

The issue for event organizers is that their (primarily government) funding sources
want a globally applicable evaluation method that ‘works’ regardless of the context in
which the event takes place. Researchers have struggled to find such a model that encom-
passes the broad range of event genres, scales and objectives. It is an entirely unrealistic
expectation of what can be measured and, indeed, understood.

The purpose of this study, therefore, is to explore how event evaluation in the context of
publicly supported periodic events can be designed in such a way that event organizations
and the host community – including and particularly the government funders of events –
can see that evaluation as relevant, credible, usable and effective.

In order to support the development of methods that can be used in Sweden or else-
where, this study first examines the literature to determine: what lessons can be learned
from previous processes in developing event evaluation tools; and what measures and
methods have been used internationally. Östersund is then used as a case study, to
examine how organizers and the municipality currently evaluate events and want to in
the future. What are their priorities for the design of event evaluation?

Following the literature review, the methods and results sections are based on a
case study of Östersund that includes the examination of a number of publicly sup-
ported periodic events identifying what type of tools or methods are likely to be
needed in the future. Finally, the discussion and conclusion sections examine the
results and identifies what needs to be evaluated; how this evaluation may be
achieved; and makes recommendations for ensuring that evaluation is both credible
and readily used.
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Literature review

Evaluation in the public domain

Evaluation became a wider practice in the public domain in the United States of America
after the Second World War. Numerous federally funded social programs – costing bil-
lions of dollars – generated a demand for formal social program evaluation (Patton,
1996). Professional societies and academic journals were founded in the 1970s to foster
evaluation as both a profession and a science (Shadish & Luellen, 2005), but it was not
until the 1980s that evaluation became a wider practice in the Swedish public sector
(Karlsson, 1999). There was increased interest in evaluation in the 1990s, not least due
to market liberalization and decentralization of Swedish administration as well as a
crisis in public-sector spending (Sandberg and Faugert, 2012).

The function or purpose of evaluation in the public domain has been related to the
widely adopted categories of formative and summative evaluation (Scriven, 1967). Accord-
ing to Herman, Morris, and Fitz-Gibbon (1987), formative evaluations focus on ‘providing
information to planners and implementers on how to improve and refine a developing or
ongoing program’ (p. 26) while summative evaluations ‘seek to assess the overall quality
and impact of mature programs for purposes of accountability and policymaking’ (p. 26).
In practice it is commonplace for evaluation to aim to both help implementers to improve
programs and to assess quality and impacts (Sandberg and Faugert, 2012).

Impact evaluation is, of course, much easier to undertake when there are tangible (mea-
surable) outcomes (e.g. public health evaluating the reduction in the number of patient
presentations) and, in those quantitative fields, some progress has been made. Advances
in impact evaluation in qualitative fields (e.g. environmental and cultural impacts) have
been slower though integrated impact assessments are at least more frequently coming
under study (for example, Lee & Kirkpatrick, 2012).

In public administration the identification of cause and effect is an essential component
for the development of robust policy but has proven difficult to achieve leading to a lack of
confidence in the results obtained. In policy research, ranking the importance of causes is
proposed as a more effective method of measurement, but here too there is a reliance on
defining measurement according to what is subjectively seen as needed (Steinberg, 2007).

According to Vedung, however, evaluation in the public-sector concerns government
interventions and, whether evaluation is practiced as routinized monitoring or occasional
impact assessment, the major purposes of evaluation in the public sector are usually to
provide for accountability and to improve intervention processes (Vedung, 1997).

Accountability evaluation tries to ‘find out whether agents have exercised their del-
egated powers and discharged their duties properly so that principals can judge their
work’ (Vedung, 1997, p. 102). Evaluation can then serve as a tool for citizens to review
their elected representatives and for politicians to claim responsibility from the adminis-
tration. Evaluation is therefore used as a tool to assess whether citizens get value for the tax
money invested in the public sector and to hold policy-makers and program managers
accountable for the merit and worth of their policies and programs (Chelimsky, 2006).

Intervention improvement focuses on how to make programs better – e.g. more
effective, efficient, and adapted to client concerns and needs. Some authors call this per-
spective formative evaluation (Herman et al., 1987) and it is used when to strengthen
or improve the evaluation object itself. Vedung (1997) argues that this objective gives
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priority to speed, flexibility and relevance in the evaluation because feedback into planning
and management must be ‘fast enough to enable the modification and improvement of
currently operating programs’ (p. 109).

To increase basic knowledge and to support or identify a strategic objective can also be
seen as subordinated purposes under accountability and improvement. Basic knowledge is
generated when evaluation contributes to cross-border knowledge of institutions, organ-
izations, processes actions, etc., as occurs, for example, when evaluations are disseminated
to external stakeholders or included in synthesis reports of several single evaluations
(Chen, 1990; Vedung, 1997). Since evaluation takes place in political contexts imbued
with strategic considerations, Vedung (1997) argues that ‘executives use evaluation to
hide shortcomings and failures from the principals, to display attractive images of pro-
grams, and in general to provide appearances more flattering than reality’ (p. 111).
Some evaluation researchers condemn strategic motives (Suchman, 1972) while others
argue that strategic elements are commonplace in practice, which may also reduce the
merit of an evaluation as an objective basis in a decision-making situation (Vedung, 1997).

The two meanings of event evaluation

What form a new method of evaluation might take lies, therefore, between two widely
recognized meanings of event evaluation (Brown et al., 2015), either ‘the systematic assess-
ment of the worth or merit of some object’ or ‘the systematic acquisition and assessment of
information to provide useful feedback about some object’ (Trochim, 2006).

The former seeks to place a value on events. From this perspective evaluation is con-
ducted when one or more stakeholders want to justify the event, build legitimacy,
assign value and/or determine outcomes and impacts. Such external evaluations are ‘
… conducted either by outside agents or by event managers who are held accountable
for resources and support received’ (Brown et al., 2015, p. 146).

The second sees evaluation as an essential management function of information gath-
ering and feedback, often related to internal management-oriented purposes such as
improvement of management systems, design and marketing. This second meaning
may also be supported by local government (O’Sullivan et al., 2009).

Event evaluations and the political environment

What is evaluated (or should be evaluated) is closely linked to the policies and strategies
that exist. Foley, McGillivray, and McPherson (2011) argue that ‘the choice of what is eval-
uated and judgments on success or failure cannot be detached from the overarching pol-
itical (and economic) environment of the time’ (p. 49). Most events are, indeed,
subsidized, marketed or produced by governments and industries (e.g. tourism) that are
in turn instruments of policy and strategy (Getz, 2013). O’Sullivan et al. (2009) identified
that public-sector evaluation of festivals and special events appeared to be focused on
improving processes and measuring economic outputs. The trend, however, is that this
predominance of economic impact evaluation is slowly giving way to more comprehensive
approaches (Brown et al., 2015) which is related to ‘the public policy need to “include” a
plethora of stakeholders in an events-led strategy’ (Foley et al., 2011, p. 14).
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Justification for public-sector involvement should ideally be backed by the public good
argument. Getz and Page (2016) argued that in order to make the public good argument
valid and convincing: events should fit into accepted policy domains; public benefits
should be substantial, inclusive and can be demonstrated or proven; and there should
be rules and accountability for money spent and other actions. This emphasizes the
need for carefully prepared evaluations taking into account all key stakeholders (e.g.,
local residents, local entrepreneurs, attendees and others). A multi-stakeholder approach
is also recommended if valuing (worth or merit) is the objective (Brown et al., 2015; Wood,
2009).

Lessons learned in developing previous evaluation tools

Brown et al. (2015) argue that ‘politicians and the public want a more transparent and
credible approach to the justification of involvement in the events sector’ (p. 153) and
that it should be ‘in the interest of the public and many other stakeholders to insist
upon an open and standardized evaluation process’ (p. 137). In order to ensure transpar-
ency, a standardized approach – the use of the same methods and measures – is rec-
ommended (Getz, 2016) and has the benefit that comparability becomes possible. The
Encore and FEET toolkits were primarily developed to meet that call for standardization
(Pasanen et al., 2009; Schlenker et al., 2010).

Emma Wood, a researcher with consultancy experience, was also in favor of standard-
ization, ‘not for a standardized set of questionnaires but for a standardized framework for
developing, administering, and using impact evaluation’ (Wood, 2009, p. 178). Wood
argues that although standardized evaluation kits have the advantage of comparability
‘they lose the flexibility needed to create a suitable measurement tool that meets the
needs of widely differing events’ (p. 178).

Pasanen et al. (2009) examined the pilot version of FEET which evaluated both socio-
cultural and economic impacts of events. The tool was found to be too standardized and
consequently only worked for a very narrow range of events. A recommendation for future
development was the creation of independent modules evaluating each individual impact
(including environmental) to enable greater flexibility for the user who, for example,
wanted to focus on a single impact more comprehensively. Creating criteria for the categ-
orization of events and adjusting questionnaires accordingly was also recommended.
Unfortunately, FEET is no longer being developed.

The Encore toolkit was developed by the Cooperative Research Centre (CRC) in Sus-
tainable Tourism in Australia and was reviewed by Schlenker et al. (2010) with recommen-
dations for future development. The first self-administrated version (focusing on
economic impact, demographic and marketing data) had problems with usability (too
complex in use for event organizers) and its too narrow focus on economic impact. Sub-
sequently a host community social impact survey and an organizer environmental impact
checklist were incorporated. The industry’s need of a mix of simple and more advanced
tools to be used, depending on situational needs and available resources, was considered
in the design of a suggested new version. Schlenker et al. (2010) recommendation was to
develop a user friendly, web-based tool with flexibility (with the user selecting what they
want to evaluate and to what level of detail) and with user access to ongoing training and
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support. The CRC ceased operation prior to the implementation of these changes and
Encore is no longer supported.

The respondents in O’Sullivan et al. (2009) study (those dealing with the development
and/or management of festivals and events) were clear that an evaluation toolkit needed to
be user friendly, flexible and cost effective. Cost is often an issue when it comes to event
evaluation as local governments and event organizations both tend to reduce the priority
for evaluation when faced with the lack of resources to pay for it (Williams & Bowdin,
2007; Wood, 2009).

Evaluation: what and how?

A review of event evaluation literature (encompassing evaluation tools, empirical studies,
evaluation frameworks and text books) identified six major types of data most com-
monly utilized in the evaluation of events, namely: (1) economic impacts; (2) social
and cultural impacts; (3) environmental impacts; (4) visitor profiles; (5) event experience
quality; and (6) media coverage. Sources that focused on evaluation from the perspective
of the local government (Wood, 2009) or in the context of local/regional development
(Pasanen et al., 2009) emphasized primarily economic and socio-cultural impacts.
Sources that explored event organization evaluation practice (Williams & Bowdin,
2007) or discussed evaluation in an event management context (Bowdin et al., 2012)
instead emphasized audience research and how evaluation can help inform internal
management and how results can be used to provide information to external sources.
Environmental impacts and media coverage are discussed less, but still occur in more
than half of the literature.

Additional types of data and areas of evaluation include: cost–benefit analysis (CBA)
and return on investment (ROI) (Getz, 2013); evaluation of management processes
(Bowdin et al., 2012); and attendance (Getz, 2013). Getz, for example, argues that attend-
ance is the most basic piece of data needed to conduct comprehensive evaluations, yet else-
where attendance is barely mentioned (see for example, Pasanen et al., 2009). Attendance
figures are, however, an essential component in most economic impact evaluations and in
understanding how to build event profiles. Attendance figures can be simple/non-proble-
matic (e.g. for a one-day ticketed event) or complex/problematic (e.g. for multi-day and/or
non-ticketed events) and overestimates and reports of incorrect figures are common
(Biaett & Hultsman, 2015).

CBA tries to summarize tangible and intangible costs and benefits (economic, environ-
mental, social and cultural). In the event context, a CBA ‘estimates the sum of welfare
effects of an event for a particular community’ (Dwyer & Jago, 2012, p. 142). Undertaking
full evaluation of costs and benefits may be ideal but can be difficult. The main problem is
to accurately identifying and valuing event related cost and benefits (Dwyer & Jago, 2012).
Comprehensive CBA is expensive and has generally been applied to large public projects
(e.g. infrastructure investment) and events such as the Olympics and FIFA World Cup.
Here, too, there were arguments amongst researchers as to the most accurate form of
cost–benefit analysis – for example, between simple input-output (I-O) and the more
complex Computable General Equilibrium (CGE) models. As this article explores how
event evaluation can be designed for much smaller events with limited financial resources
and, in this context, comprehensive CBA was considered as too complex and/or costly.
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ROI as an approach for summarizing cost and benefits was posited by Getz (2013) as
useful for event stakeholders to measure the efficiency of an investment and Phillips,
Breining, and Phillips (2008) introduce and demonstrate ROI measurement methodology
in the meetings industry. The problem with ROI, in the context of publicly supported
events, is its focus on financial gain, because non-monetary intangibles (e.g. happiness,
community pride, social integration, etc.) are often useful to determine if public invest-
ment is appropriate (Getz, 2013) in a more holistic sense. ROI could, of course, be calcu-
lated in terms other than financial gain. Social return on investment (SROI) is a method
standardized by the network Social Value UK and is a principle-based method for measur-
ing ‘extra-financial value’ (environmental and social value) relative to the resources
invested. The SROI method has been encouraged by policy-makers worldwide but has
practical limitations because it is both time and resource intensive (Millar & Hall, 2013).

The specific measures and methods used by the six major types of event evaluation
were, therefore, the basis of discussions with respondents in the Östersund case study.

Specific measures and methods of the six major types of event evaluation

(1) Economic impact. Of all the impacts that might be used, economic evaluation is that
most preferred by government agencies and hence most often evaluated and
researched (Brown et al., 2015; Sherwood, 2007). The economic contribution of an
event for a geographical area is whether or not new expenditure has occurred as a
result of an event (Dwyer & Jago, 2012). New money can be generated from tourists,
grants, sponsorship and investment (Getz & Page, 2016). Estimating tourist expendi-
ture at or related to the event through visitor surveys is the most common method
used (Getz, 2013). Including the calculation of the net amount of new money gener-
ated (i.e. through grants, sponsorship and investment) can increase accuracy (Schlen-
ker et al., 2010). An alternative or complementary measure for economic evaluation is
how the event affects the operation and profitability of local companies (Pasanen et al.,
2009). More advanced approaches include input–output (I–O) or computable general
equilibrium (CGE) economic modeling (Dwyer & Jago, 2012). While I–O has been
criticized for ignoring negative impacts that may be occur in other parts of the
economy because of the event, the weakness of CGE is that it is more complex and
costlier to undertake (Schlenker et al., 2010).

(2) Socio-cultural impacts. Sharpley and Stone (2012) defined social and cultural impacts
as ‘the impacts of an event on the day-to-day life of people associated directly or
indirectly with that event and on the values, attitudes, beliefs and traditions that deter-
mine or guide that day-to-day life’ (p. 349). Some of these impacts are more immedi-
ate and tangible (e.g. opportunities to socialize, be entertained, traffic delays, rowdy
behavior) others are more complex (e.g. generating community identity and pride,
feelings of exclusion). Assessing the socio-cultural impacts of events on the host com-
munity, however, has not received the same attention but is an area of development in
terms of both research and evaluation praxis (Brown et al., 2015). Most studies focus
on the evaluation of local residents’ perceptions of these impacts (Getz & Page, 2016;
Schlenker et al., 2010). The observation of immediate impacts (e.g. traffic noise) is an
alternative approach (Getz, 2013).
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(3) Environmental impacts. Event organizations show increased interest in the triple
bottom line accounting framework (Andersson & Lundberg, 2013), but while the
economic has dominated and the social-cultural is developing, evaluation of environ-
mental impacts has lagged behind (Schlenker et al., 2010). According to Case (2012),
environmental impacts are related to two types of interactions between the event
industry and the environment, namely: resources used in staging an event (e.g.
food, materials, energy, fuel); and the environmental outputs that can be analyzed
at the macro (e.g. carbon dioxide emissions) and the micro level (e.g. trampling, lit-
tering). Evaluation of environmental impacts has lagged due to the limited availability
of data and limited enthusiasm amongst event organizers (Jones, Pilgrim, Thompson,
& Macgregor, 2008). Evaluation has been less concerned with assessing the actual
environmental impacts than how to improve the event’s environmental performance
(e.g. food ‘miles’), commonly through the use of simple checklists and self-evaluation
tools. The environmental impact of an event can be evaluated by recording perform-
ance in key impact areas such as energy, water, waste, travel and transport (Schlenker
et al., 2010) or through more advanced calculation of the event’s carbon emissions or
ecological ‘footprint’ (Andersson & Lundberg, 2013; Schlenker et al., 2010).

(4) Visitor profile. Simple attendance (the number of visitors) is one measure, but many
events want to establish a profile of its visitors (e.g. demographic details – age, home
address, household income, etc. – and behavior, interests, attitudes, length of stay,
etc.). The evaluation of volume and profile of visitors was, along with economic
impact, the primary focus for UK festivals (O’Sullivan et al., 2009). Establishing a
profile of the audience is a crucial step in the event design process (Brown &
James, 2004) enabling marketing strategies to be refined (Bowdin et al., 2012) and
increasing value for the event stakeholders (e.g. sponsors identifying who they can
reach through the event). Data is usually obtained through visitor surveying while a
deeper understanding can be gained from individual or group interviews (Bowdin
et al., 2012)

(5) Event experience quality. Understanding how the event experience can be improved
for its visitors is also considered an important outcome of event evaluation
(Bowdin et al., 2012). Identification of what worked and what did not is usually
based on surveying visitor opinion, but can also be provided by direct observation
by management, staff, stakeholders or purposely engaged expert evaluators (Getz,
2013). Improvements identified should ultimately address the needs and motivations
of visitors and influence future behavior including repeat visitation and positive word-
of-mouth communications. A deeper understanding of visitors’ needs and how to
make the event more attractive to them requires capturing data on their reasons
for the visit, positive and negative aspects of their personal experience(s), and assess-
ments of perceived quality and its relative importance (Getz, 2013). Some key
elements of the event product may only be evaluated by means of direct observations
(Getz, 2013), for example how transport and movement control actually work. The
service design approach (Stickdorn & Schneider, 2012), involving experts, managers,
visitors and stakeholders in a co-creative process analyzing and testing new solutions,
is one example of a more comprehensive approach for identifying areas of
improvement.
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(6) Media coverage.How the event and the host community are covered inmedia is usually
of shared interest for the event organization and the local government. The basic pro-
cedure to evaluate such exposure is to track media coverage from a variety of sources
(e.g. TV, radio, press, social media) and to then estimate the number of people
engaged in the event (e.g. watching or reading about it) (Bowdin et al., 2012; http://
www.eventimpacts.com). The next level in evaluating media coverage is to analyze
the fit with message (i.e. how well media coverage from an event fits the event stake-
holder’s intended message) and whether the coverage was positive, neutral or negative
in tone (http://www.eventimpacts.com). A common evaluation method is to give a
monetary value to the media coverage (e.g. Advertising Equivalency Value) but such
valuations do not usually consider the actual number of people reached, the tone, or
if /how the coverage has translated into sales or future demand (Getz, 2013).

Methods

Research design

Mid Sweden University has a long-standing collaboration with the municipality of Öster-
sund in the provision of research related to the city’s events. While the small number of
events available for evaluation was a constraint in this case study, the study met the needs
of the brief from the key stakeholder – the city of Östersund.

Event evaluation needs in the city of Östersund was undertaken as a case study with a
focus on the three periodic events – Storsjöyran, Storsjöcupen and the Biathlon World
Cup. These three events were selected because they receive the largest municipal
support, attract the most tourists and/or are believed by the municipality to have the great-
est impact on local businesses and residents. Interviews were conducted with representa-
tives of each event, municipal officials, local politicians, local businesses and tourism
industry. The design also included analysis of publicly available protocols, policy docu-
ments and the written agreements established between the events and the municipality
which were also the source for information and data presented in the results section.

Case study context

Östersund is a small city in a sparsely populated region in the middle of Sweden. It is the
seat of Östersund Municipality (approximately 62,000 inhabitants) and is the capital of
Jämtland County which borders Norway in the east. The municipality is the largest
employer (approximately 5000 employees) with budgeted total net costs of 368 million
Euro (€) in 2016. Östersund is the host for many events throughout the year with
annual events Storsjöyran, Storsjöcupen and the BiathlonWorld Cup of particular interest
to the residents, tourists and local businesses.

Storsjöyran is an annual (July) music and community festival held in the town center.
The festival began in the early 80s and is one of the biggest community music festivals
staged in Sweden. The ten days of festivities are visited by approximately 50,000 people
every year of whom 20–25% are tourists. The final weekend is the actual music festival
with Swedish and international artists and bands (e.g. Lady Gaga, Kings of Leon, Pet
Shop Boys). The organizers are a small independent company with eleven employees.
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Storsjöcupen is the oldest and one of the largest youth football tournaments in Sweden.
The one-week summer tournament began in 1972 and approximately 9000 youths (12–16
years) participated in 2016. Besides Swedish teams, 75% of the teams are from Norway
with a few from other countries. Considering the many leaders, parents and siblings fol-
lowing each team, the total number of Norwegian tourists has been estimated being up to
20,000 attendees. All regular accommodation facilities are fully booked (hotels, hostels,
campsites) and are complemented by temporary campsites and accommodation in local
schools. The organizers are a non-profit organization created by three local sports clubs.

Östersund has been the host of biathlon events since the late 80s and was, from 2005,
the location for the opening week of the World Cup Biathlon (excluding 2007/2008 when
Östersund hosted the World Championships). Almost 300 athletes from 34 countries
competed during one week of races in 2016 (5 race-days). The athletes were supported
by approximately 300 team-members and the event was supported by 750 volunteers.
The average number of spectators each day is approximately 3000, but the races were
observed by 175 journalists and broadcast live in 15 countries. The organizer is the
Swedish Biathlon Federation.

Data collection

Nine interviews in total were conducted with: three key event representatives; two munici-
pal officials from the unit that works operationally with events; two local senior politicians
(one government, one opposition) with special interests and responsibilities in event-
related issues; one representative from the local destination company (owned by the
local businesses and their platform for collaboration with the municipality); and one
from the regional tourism organization (a collaboration platform for the development
of the tourism industry in the region). The number of interviews and selection of intervie-
wees provided a balance between event representatives versus host community represen-
tatives and covered the key informants from each of the three organizations identified as
the most central to the issue.

The two-part interviews were conducted from September to November 2016 at a time
and place convenient to each interviewee and lasted 45–60 min. All interviews were
recorded and later transcribed. The first part of the interview (20–30 min) was semi-struc-
tured with questions around two themes: today’s evaluation praxis; and future evaluation
needs. The representatives for the municipality, local business and tourism industry also
had to describe their role and relationship with the three events and their view of the
impacts of such events. The second part of the interview (20–30 min) required respon-
dents to prioritize areas and levels of evaluation within limited resources based on a
printed discussion tool based on the literature review and adapted for relevance to the
respondents (see Figure 1). Respondents were briefed regarding the ‘units of resources’
available to them namely: money (financial resource) and time (working hours, the
human resource). The instruction then given to the respondents was: ‘You have seven
units of resource to allocate on your event evaluation by an external actor. What type
of evaluation and level (0 = no evaluation, 1 = basic, 2 = medium, 3 = advanced) do you
want to choose based on your organization’s priorities?’ The respondents were then intro-
duced to the six types of event evaluation. These were divided into either two or three
levels (basic, medium or basic, medium, advanced) based on evidence from the literature
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and the context and character of each type of evaluation. Respondents were given an
example of the type of answers that could be generated and then the respondents chose
a combination of areas and levels at a cost of seven units of resources, marking their
choices on the papers, providing a justification for and an explanation of their choices.

Method discussion

The first two interviews were used as a pilot for the discussion tool. In these interviews, the
respondents were originally given eight units of resources which was reduced to seven for

Figure 1. Discussion tool design.
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subsequent interviews to force respondents to further prioritize their choices. The first two
respondents were therefore re-contacted and adjusted their responses to the revised seven
unit version.

All respondents were given the opportunity to comment on all aspects of the exercise
and asked if there were other priority areas that the exercise did not cover that they wanted
included. All respondents reported finding the exercise relevant and feasible.

Results

Municipal support of events in Östersund

The municipality of Östersund wants to facilitate and support events held in the city and
their own policy documents (Tillväxtplan – ‘growth plan’ – 2014–2020; Evenemangsstra-
tegi – ‘events strategy’ – 2014–2020) describe events as a key factor in their place market-
ing strategy (creating the attractive city – a city to live in, visit and move to – generating
revenue for the local businesses and strengthening the city’s image). The role of the muni-
cipality in relation to both established and new events includes: involvement in permission
processes; ownership and operation of indoor and outdoor event arenas; and supporting
events practically and financially through grants and sponsorships. In 2016 the budget for
grants and sponsorships dedicated to major events was approximately 560,000 € with two
employees dedicated to the coordination of the city’s event-related support. This figure is
boosted by other budget lines that can be attributed to the events. For example, adding the
operating costs for the arena and ski tracks for the Biathlon World Cup each year (2016
and 2017) boosts the annual municipal support to approximately 260,000 €.

How these events should be prioritized is detailed in the city’s event strategy policy
which identifies nine criteria. City supported events should: (1) align with the city’s
current growth plan; (2) attract significant media attention; (3) involve local owners
and suppliers; (4) involve local volunteers; (5) target priority groups; and be (6) large
scale; (7) periodic; (8) sustainable; and (9) accessible to people with disabilities. From
the interviews, however, it is clear that these policy priorities can change in
implementation.

Current practices of evaluation

Events that receive support from the municipality are required to report back with basic
data and relevant feedback. A simple online questionnaire (number of participants, volun-
teers, visitors, guest nights generated, etc.) is used as the survey instrument together with
an open question seeking the event organizer’s view of the end result. When the level of
funding is larger, as is the case with the three events in this study, the evaluation required is
more extensive. The requirements vary depending on the type and scope of the city’s
support, but is likely to additionally include other commercial impacts, media coverage,
financial accounting, reporting of compliance with environmental and accessibility
plans and the event’s satisfaction with the usage of municipal facilities.

Each of these events already undertakes an internal evaluation consisting of reflections
and ideas for improvement from people within the event organization (e.g. top managers,
group leaders, event staff and volunteers) and from stakeholder organizations (e.g. police,
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suppliers and partners). The results are discussed in meetings and/or reported with help
from questionnaires and written summaries. The events also engage consultants or
cooperate in university projects for various types of evaluation. These evaluations have pri-
marily focused on visitor surveys and media coverage, but local business surveys, partici-
pant observation and self-evaluation methods have also been used. The results of these
(e.g. visitor surveys identifying tourist spending) have been used in dialogue with the
municipality. Visitor surveys and visitor panels have also been conducted by the events
without external involvement.

Expressed evaluation needs

Before the respondents were introduced to the task of prioritizing evaluation, they were
asked to state their future evaluation needs.

Event organizer perspectives
This revealed that the need for understanding their event visitors and the impact of that
the event had on the community. Understanding visitors was stated by one respondent as
an ongoing requirement to help adapt and improve the event experience and information
such as visitor numbers needed for the ongoing dialogue with sponsors. The need for
understanding the impact on the community came from external pressure to prove the
event’s importance and, as a consequence, to demonstrate that the city’s funds were
being spent wisely.

The respondents needed to know what the event generated for the city economically,
which companies profited from the staging of the event in the city (e.g. provision of ser-
vices or goods to the event, visitor spending in shops) and what effect the event had on the
city’s brand. Does the event, indeed, make residents proud or improve the quality of life?
One respondent, however, worried that the level of municipal support might be based on
too simple measures that did not provide a realistic (‘fair’) picture of the events.

Host community perspectives
The municipality and local business needs were predominately for measures and methods
that focused on understanding the impact of the event on the community. For the econ-
omic dimension the data need was expressed as: how the event affects turnover for local
businesses (e.g. tourists’ expenditure in shops); how the event affects the city’s brand; and,
for the social dimension, what benefit does the event bring to the public (e.g. increased
pride, satisfaction, joy)?

The environmental perspective was mentioned by only one respondent without any
further detail given.

Another respondent expressed the need for both quantitative (e.g. new money coming
in) and qualitative data (e.g. local pride generated), ‘what [the event] provides the commu-
nity and the businesses, the growth and the municipality’. Other requirements included
visitor numbers, visitor satisfaction, marketing reach and impact on inbound tourists.
Respondents agreed that any evaluation needs to be connected to an event strategy:
‘Important to have a common vision, so that we know what kind of event we want to
invest in’. One respondent (representing the municipality) concluded that the municipal-
ity should pay for the evaluation.
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Additionally, two respondents (representing an event and the municipality, respect-
ively) argued for the importance of the evaluator being external and objective.

The evaluation prioritization exercise

The results of the evaluation prioritization exercise are presented in Table 1. Economic
impact evaluation was given the highest priority (total mean value 2.0), followed by
socio-cultural impact (1.8), environmental impact (1.1), event experience improvement
(0.9), visitor profile (0.7) and media coverage (0.6).

The differences in results between the events and the host community are small. The
largest difference (0.7) is found for socio-cultural impacts (event mean 1.3, host commu-
nity mean 2.0). Respondents’ explanation and comments for these results follow.

Explanation and comments

(1) Economic impacts. Essential for all respondents. The majority chose the medium level
– measurement of tourists’ spending + examination of local entrepreneurs’ percep-
tions of how the event how the event affected them. That more respondents did
not select a higher level was explained by ‘next level is too advanced’ and ‘this is fun-
damental for us, but also need to prioritize other things’.

(2) Socio-cultural impacts. The majority chose medium level – measurement of residents’
perception (survey). Respondents saw a need to develop a method because it was a
‘central issue, to balance the economic impacts, it is important to find the method
for such evaluation’ both quantitative data (e.g. money) and qualitative data (e.g.
local pride) and commented that there was no existing measure.

(3) Environmental impacts. Diverse responses with the average value closest to basic level
– mapping of the organizer’s environmental work (checklist + observation). Those who
gave a lower priority believed that they were good at environmental work already.
Those who gave it a higher priority wanted to do better and to demonstrate that to
others.

Table 1. Results of the evaluation prioritization exercise.

Economic
impacts

Socio-
cultural
impacts

Environmental
impacts

Event
experience

improvement
Visitor
profile

Media
coverage

(1–3 scale = basic, medium, advanced) (1–2 scale = basic,
medium)

Event A 3 2 2 0 0 0
Event B 1 2 1 2 1 0
Event C 2 0 1 1 1 2
Event mean 2.0 1.3 1.3 1.0 0.7 0.7
Municipal official A 2 3 2 0 0 0
Municipal official B 3 2 1 0 1 0
Municipal politician A 2 2 0 3 0 0
Municipal politician B 2 0 2 0 1 2
Local business & tourism A 2 2 0 0 2 1
Local business & tourism B 1 3 1 2 0 0
Host community mean 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.8 0.7 0.5
Total Mean 2.0 1.8 1.1 0.9 0.7 0.6
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(4) Event experience improvement. A high priority (2 or 3) for three respondents repre-
senting both the host community and the events. Respondents who did not give a
higher priority argued that improving the event was the organizer’s task and ‘that
type of evaluation risks ending up in a drawer’. Respondents who wanted to give pri-
ority to the area emphasized the importance of improvement and development as the
most important function of evaluation. ‘How the experience can be improved, it’s the
core of development efforts’.

(5) Visitor profile. This area was of interest for both event managers and host community
representatives. Important for marketing and designing the event, but also for the
municipality when they determine which events to support based on a measured
value. ‘if we as a municipality should support, perhaps we should have an idea of
what it is for the type of visitors that come to the event’. Most respondents chose
the basic level – systematic mapping (visitor survey).

(6) Media coverage. This area received a low priority, however, a municipality representa-
tive and two of the events were already trackingmedia coveragewith help from external
actors. These respondents agreed that the area was important, but because they were
already undertaking tracking, they preferred to prioritize other areas. One respondent,
who gave the area a top priority, stressed the importance of improving existing tools.

Discussion

The key stakeholder for the case study was the municipality of Östersund with whomMid
Sweden University has a long-standing event-focused research collaboration. Given the
investigation was limited to events within the Östersund municipality the results obtained
reflect that constraint but did meet the specific brief of the study – to explore how event
evaluation of Östersund’s publicly supported periodic events can be designed in such a
way that event organizations and the host community see that evaluation as relevant, cred-
ible, usable and effective.

The literature review suggests that a comprehensive evaluation tool or set of methods
should be able to evaluate and provide data in the areas of economic impacts, socio-cul-
tural impacts, environmental impacts, visitor profile, event experience quality and media
coverage. The event and host community representatives in Östersund confirmed the rel-
evance of these areas and identified their priorities for each of the impacts to be evaluated
and how improvements could be made. The result of the case studies reflects the shift,
identified by Brown et al. (2015), from a primary focus on economic impacts toward
the inclusion of socio-cultural impacts and a triple bottom line approach. Jones et al.
(2008), however, found limited enthusiasm for evaluating environmental impact – also
reflected in the responses from the case study participants. The reality is that a ‘one size
fits all’ method still eludes the many researchers working in this field.

An approach that might match these priorities would provide: semi-advanced evalu-
ation of economic and socio-cultural impacts; and basic evaluation of environmental
impacts and visitor profiles. This would become the standard evaluation, providing
basic data on the value of the event. Evaluation of visitor experiences and media coverage
is also of interest for both the events and the host community and, depending on tempor-
ary needs and available resources, would be added to the standard evaluation as required.
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Methods used in the standard evaluation could consist of a visitor survey, a local
business survey, a resident’s survey, and an organizer questionnaire (see Table 2). The
visitor survey would be used to collect data on tourist expenditure and visitor numbers,
demographic details and behaviors. Economic impact in this evaluation approach
would be estimated with additional data from a local business survey examining entrepre-
neurs’ perceptions of how the event affected them. The residents’ survey would be used to
measure residents’ perceptions of any socio-cultural impacts, add to the calculation of
visitor numbers and estimation of total tourist expenditure. Cross checking visitor and
resident surveys would also increase the reliability of attendance data (Nordvall & Wall-
stam, 2016). The organizer’s questionnaire would primarily be a checklist for verifying the
status of the event’s environmental performance.

The suggested evaluation approach has some similarities to the original Encore toolkit
(Schlenker et al., 2010) though Encore’s Organizer economic survey would be replaced
here by a local business survey. Surveying in this way involves more administrative
costs but provides more pertinent information to the organizer than the more complex
task of ascertaining income/expenditure received from outside a defined geographical
area. A local business survey aligns with FEET (Pasanen et al., 2009) though FEET also
included a questionnaire for local policy-makers, and for the organizer, two different ques-
tionnaires and one interview.

Credibility and usability

Regardless of the exact methods to be included in a standardized event evaluation tool, it
needs to be characterized by credibility and usability to gain acceptance amongst stake-
holders and ensure its use.

This research highlights the importance of incorporating standardized measures and
methods that are based in research, can be used transparently (no hidden ‘black-box’
solutions), evaluates generally accepted measures (e.g. new expenditure, resident percep-
tions) and provides data that is comparable. When events are to be valued, using a
multi-stakeholder approach (involving at least the residents, local entrepreneurs, event
visitors and government) is also important (cf. Brown et al., 2015; Wood, 2009). Pro-
moting and utilizing evaluation based on the above would ensure its credibility with
its users. Flexibility and cost effectiveness are also key aspects to consider if an evalu-
ation tool is to be considered useful. Increasing flexibility, as suggested by Schlenker
et al. (2010), achieved by facilitating users to select what areas to evaluate and to
what level of detail depending on the users’ situational needs and available resources.
Standardized methods, however, would need to be developed for the different areas
and levels.

Table 2. Standard evaluation methods.
Economic impacts Social-cultural impacts Environmental impacts Visitor profile

Level of evaluation Semi-advanced Semi-advanced Basic Basic
Methods
Visitor survey x x
Local business survey x
Residents’ survey x x
Organizer’s questionnaire x
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Cost effectiveness is a critical issue (Williams & Bowdin, 2007; Wood, 2009) and costs
may be reduced by selecting fewer areas and more basic levels in a fully flexible evaluation
tool. An alternative is to conduct more comprehensive and advanced evaluations, but less
frequently. Evaluating an annual event with similar programming each year at intervals
rather than at each event would still capture required data. In this case, it may be
prudent to commence with annual surveying until analysis shows shifts in trends but
no significant change in other detail (Donnelly & Brown, 2005; Hill & Brown, 2006).
Where the event bears the cost of evaluation there will always be resistance and evaluation
costs might be better placed with government as part of their overall support of the event.

Credibility and usability also improve if there is an established strategy that can deter-
mine what is being evaluated (e.g. which areas and to what level) and how those results
should be analyzed.

Implications for other contexts

The results are applicable to events of equivalent scale within similar host communities
and, in principle, could be extrapolated to other types of events and those outside a
municipal context. More research needs to be undertaken that tests the current findings
in a broader range of event contexts but, as the current investigation was based on the
six major types of event evaluation that had been identified in the literature review, it is
likely that there will be commonalities found regardless of the type of event or the
context in which it is staged.

Of further research interest, but beyond the scope of the current investigation, would be
a comparison of existing (past and current) event evaluation scales to identify whether a
more nuanced and detailed set of approaches beyond the six major types can be identified
and, if so, whether the application of these can be effective in terms of: the resource (the
human and financial cost to an event and/or host community); the results that can be
obtained; and its overall comparability across a broad range of event types and contexts.

Consumers and entrepreneurs are constantly approached by market research compa-
nies asking for opinions and grading and products and services. Development and
design of event evaluation tools should take into consideration the risk of saturation
and consequent resistance to being surveyed (survey ‘fatigue’). Given the often-limited
ability to spend money on evaluation by municipalities and event organizations, further
research should also explore more cost-effective data collection methods. Socio-cultural
impact is, for example, a reasonably well-researched area with regard to evaluation, but
this study shows that there is still a lack of credible tools available that can measure
local residents’ perceptions that are both cost-effective and practical.

Involving stakeholders in future research on evaluation tools is key and is likely to
ensure wider acceptance and increased levels of standardization across the industry.

Conclusion

This study has explored how event evaluation of publicly supported periodic events can be
designed. The research has identified four areas of evaluation that event organizations and
host communities need to consider when trying to value and improve events and festivals.
Those four areas are: economic impact; socio-cultural impact; environmental impact; and
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visitor profile. In addition, evaluating event experience quality and media coverage received
can also be important in some contexts. The study also identifies how evaluation in each of
these four areas can utilize a range of different measures and methods already established in
research. The results of this study provide, in turn, a framework for how events can be
designed. The next challenge is to develop the tools (e.g. surveys, procedures, etc.) that con-
stitute a set of methods meeting the needs for a standardized approach to evaluation in the
industry. These tools will need to be accessible, flexible and practical so that a specific com-
munity’s priorities can be met by matching their needs with the level of evaluation that is
undertaken in each of the four areas. The evaluation method that is proposed within the
specific context of the case study investigated – using a multi-stakeholder approach for
valuing events – can be used as a model for events in similar contexts.

In the context of the events examined in this study, the ongoing and broad, positive
support of the host community and the event’s stakeholders – particularly the local govern-
ment authority providing the majority of the funding – ensures that with increased levels
and complexity of evaluation comes increased levels of resourcing to enable the more com-
prehensive framework. Evaluation is always resource reliant andwhatmight well be the best
and most successful method for a given event or festival will certainly not be practical or
achievable in every circumstance. The policy implication of a more comprehensive frame-
work of evaluation, too, is that thosewhodemand it of the eventmust be prepared to provide
the resource base to support that level of evaluation. Events SouthAustralia (ESA), the event
funding and support armof the SouthAustralianTourismCommission, has previously pro-
vided additional funding specifically to enable the evaluation of smaller scale events, under-
standing that the cost of evaluation will only restrict the design of the event experience if
taken out of the event’s already meager budget. ESA had previously approached one of
the co-authors of this paper to find a ‘one-size-fits-all event evaluation toolkit’ (H.
Rashid, personal communication, July 16, 2014).

The challenge facing all researchers in this field, however, is that a one-size-fits-all
approach is unlikely to be successful. Evaluation is clearly a multi-layered/multi-level
and highly complex undertaking that can only be determined by the exact needs of the
event organizer and/or the host community and/or municipality.

The shift away from solely theory-based evaluation approaches is likely to provide the
more complete answer, balancing measurement with the practicalities of the context in
which the event evaluation takes place – identifying what works and why it works in
that specific context rather than attempting to force a unique event into a single theoretical
model that attempts to be globally applicable.
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