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Abstract
Purpose – The purpose of this paper is to define event evaluation, develop a conceptual model of its
process and elements, review pertinent literature, and draw conclusions pertaining both to the discourse on
evaluation and its praxis.
Design/methodology/approach – General review of literature and development of a conceptual model
of the evaluation process.
Findings – The review suggests that impact assessments have dominated, but are only one type of
evaluation; research and papers on evaluating the worth of events has been minimal, while those on the
evaluation of various management and marketing functions is fragmented.
Research limitations/implications – It is concluded that little has been written about evaluation
paradigms and systems, although the discourse on sustainability and triple bottom line accountability
has led to a greater emphasis on non-economic considerations.
Originality/value – The conceptual model of the evaluation process and its components offers
a systematic approach to shaping evaluation discourse and methods. Conclusions are drawn on how to
advance evaluation research and methods applied to events.
Keywords Methods, Impact assessment, Value, Measures, Evaluation worth, Worth
Paper type General review

Introduction
The overall purpose of this paper is to examine the meanings, methods, and practice of
event evaluation, with the aim of advancing both discourse and praxis. This is undertaken
primarily by means of literature review and concept development, leading to conclusions
with a suggested research agenda.

Evaluation is, in part, an essential management function of information gathering
and feedback through which processes can be improved, goals more effectively attained,
and by which organizations can learn and adapt. To “evaluate” is also to place a value on
something, or to pass judgment on its quality, effectiveness, or worth. Impact assessment is
not the same as evaluation, nor is pure research; evaluation occurs within policy, planning,
and decision-making processes and is therefore often political in nature. The impacts most
researched, discussed, and used by government agencies and funding authorities are
almost exclusively economic in nature – though there has been a recent shift toward
the inclusion of socio-cultural impacts and a triple bottom line (TBL) approach – but these
are a sub-set of an more comprehensive and holistic approach – that can be collectively
described as “event evaluation.”
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Despite recognition of evaluation’s vital role in policy making, managerial improvement,
and event design, it has been a minor theme in the literature on planned events. Clifton et al.
(2012, p. 89), following an evaluation of festivals in the UK, argued that “in a culture
of evidence-based decision making, reliable, and robust evaluation is also essential.”
Their review concluded that serious weaknesses occurred in the context of evaluating
public-policy initiatives related to events: a lack of prioritization, advocacy presented as
evaluation, and poor quality reporting; complex and politically sensitive objectives are
difficult to objectify, while evaluation itself has been under-resourced or viewed as optional.

In the literature review it is demonstrated that event scholars and practitioners have
been preoccupied with economic impact assessment, although the trend is definitely to
take a longer-term perspective on the value of events and their legacies within a TBL
framework. This concern is now expanding to consider managed portfolios and entire
populations of events, which compounds evaluation problems. Progress has been stalled
in part by the predominance of economic impact assessments and a lack of theory
and methodological advancement in the other outcome domains, and in particular the
difficulty of proving cause and effect for intangible social and cultural outcomes. There is
also very little guidance available on valuing portfolios, or assessing the dynamics and
health of event populations.

Evaluation of organizations, event quality, and event outcomes is a key issue in the
planned-events sector. It is of critical importance to ensure success from the multiple
perspectives of owners, producers, customers, and other stakeholders. Increasingly,
evaluation is tied to certification which is in itself required by many funding agencies
and by those granting rights to bid on and produce events. Evaluation is at the heart of
sustainability, as without it organizations cannot learn and improve nor can they be held
accountable for costs and benefits.

Event evaluation continues to evolve, expand, and become more complex as the
discourse on events and event-tourism evolves. The basic applications remain intact,
including placing a value on events and their sub-elements through visitor satisfaction
or return on investment (ROI) measures. The usual methods remain important, such as
visitor satisfaction or economic impact assessment, but event evaluation must now
meet much broader objectives including sustainability (in itself a complex matter),
encompassing questions of social responsibility, cultural and environmental benefits.
The concept of long-term, sustainable legacies now accompanies every mega event and
should form part of event portfolio management.

The paper commences with definitions and development of a general model of event
evaluation; not a how to model, but a conceptual overview of evaluation paradigms,
contexts, purposes, methods, measures, and uses. This model provides the structure for the
remaining sections.

Definitions and meanings
Event evaluation can be defined as the holistic assessment of an event through the
utilization of a broad range of measures and approaches to determine its value and
impacts in an agreed or prescribed context.

The word “value” is our starting point, and it is used frequently in English as a noun,
adjective, verb, and adverb (see Figure 1). Dictionary definitions usually entail synonyms,
and for the noun “value” they include worth, utility, advantage, benefit, profit, merit, and
usefulness. These synonyms say a great deal about how the value of an event might be
determined, but inevitably raise the question “by whom” or “from whose perspective”?
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The figure also displays common uses of the verb, which brings “evaluate” into the
picture and leads to the necessity for measurement. As an adjective, we can call an event
valuable as a business or tourist asset or worthy of public support. In its adverbial form,
it is common practice to refer to an event as being operated profitably, usefully, or
valuably. The terms “sustainable event” (or events operated “sustainably”) have been
increasingly applied in an events context. Sustainability implies that an event has merit
from a particular point of view or related to a specific set of criteria, and is therefore
a confirmation of worth or merit.

At the top of the figure is a set of typical questions that can be asked in any discussion
of event evaluation: what is an event’s value? Is it worthy of support? Does it generate
benefits, and for whom? Does it offer any advantage relative to competitors or over
alternative uses of resources? These and similar questions tend to shape the discourse, and
evaluators must learn how to answer them.

The meaning and processes of evaluation
For managers and researchers there are two widely recognized meanings of evaluation:
the systematic assessment of the worth or merit of some object, and the systematic
acquisition and assessment of information to provide useful feedback about some
object (Trochim, 2006).

The literal meaning of evaluation is to assign worth or value, yet many so-called
evaluation projects do not do so. Rather, they are technical processes of information
gathering and analysis within a planning or decision-making process. Any research on

QUESTIONS

VERB
- Estimate the monetary worth of
- Consider (someone or something)
   to be important or beneficial
- Have a high opinion of
  Synonyms
- Evaluate
- Measure
- Assess
- Appraise
- Rate
“We evaluate all event programmes
annually”
“It’s necessary to measure all
impacts and not assume there is a
net benefit”

- “What is the value of a one-time
  event?
- “Is it worth the effort and expense
  to bid on an event?”
- “What are the benefits of festivals
  and events to our community?”
- “Is there great competitive
  advantage in developing event
  tourism?”

- The regard that something is held
  to deserve
- The importance, worth or
  usefulness of something
- The material or monetary worth
  of something
  Synonyms
- Worth
- Utility
- Advantage
- Benefit
- Profit
- Merit
- Usefulness

NOUN

- “We have valuable events in our
  portfolio”
- “It is a worthy enterprise”
- “We run a profitable event
  management company”

ADJECTIVE

ADVERB
- “The event has been operating
  valuably/profitably/usefully for
  twenty years”

Figure 1.
An analysis of

the term “value”
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events can provide input to evaluations, although most of it has not been designed to
do so. Economic impact assessments can be used for evaluation purposes, but
unfortunately often substitute for full evaluations. In themselves they do not provide
enough information to determine the worth of an event from more than the one
perspective of economic development.

What a given society, agency, or person values at any point in time is open to
discussion, debate, and politics; it is not a given. Therefore, we cannot say that there is
a perfect or universal set of evaluation questions and targets. Evaluation is not merely a
collection of methods, it involves purpose, perspective, and judgment. There is science to
evaluation, but also art. What do we want to know, and how will we use that information
are vital, initial questions. What methods are appropriate, ethical, and practical?Who will
conduct the evaluation and how will they be held accountable? Is the process open and
transparent, understandable, and fully utilized to make progress? Many stakeholders
have to be involved in this conversation.

Events increasingly have direct mandates to foster urban development, design,
renewal, and positioning strategies, all of which impose new considerations on evaluators.
Furthermore, acknowledging the spectacular growth of events, their size, cost, and
importance around the world, we must now address the evaluation of event populations
and managed portfolios of multiple events. Both theory and methodology lag far behind
these emerging needs.

Internal and external evaluations of event
Within a systems approach to event management or event tourism, both internal and
external evaluation processes are essential (see Getz, 2012, 2013). Internal evaluation is
a standard management function, usually undertaken by senior managers or owners,
and often supported by a routine technical process of gathering and analyzing data.

Evaluation is also conducted externally, sometimes as a planned input to event
operations and sometimes independently. As events have become legitimized as tools for
a wide range of public policies and corporate or industry strategies, many stakeholders
are evaluating their investments and interventions in the event sector. This trend has
resulted in demands increased accountability to multiple stakeholders and their
particular criteria, making the manager’s evaluation tasks both complex and politically
charged. To fully explore this complexity requires consideration of stakeholder theory
and related event-specific research (e.g. Larson and Wikstrom, 2001; Mossberg and Getz,
2006; Crespi-Vallbona and Richards, 2007; Getz et al., 2007; Parent and Seguin, 2007;
Andersson and Getz, 2008; Leopkey and Parent, 2009; Larson, 2009; Prebensen, 2010;
Ziakis, 2013; Harris, 2014).

Transparency has also become an issue. While many event owners and managers
might prefer to conduct their evaluations in secret, or event-tourism development
agencies might seek to avoid public scrutiny altogether, it is definitely in the interest of the
public and many other stakeholders to insist upon an open and standardized evaluation
process. This tendency is most pronounced when government support is critical,
as in supporting festivals or bidding on events, because the intervention has to be
politically justified.

Professional practice
The most usual treatment of evaluation is in the context of project and program
planning, and in such process models evaluation constitutes the final stage, with
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feedback loops to influence future decisions. Goldblatt (2011, p. 65) explains that this is
a dynamic process, should include stakeholder input, and is connected to setting key
performance indicators (KPI) for the event. Allen et al. (2011, p. 292) state:

[…] event evaluation is critical to the event management process. It is the final step in the
planning process, where the goals and objectives set at the start of an event are used as
benchmarks to determine its final outcomes and success.

Allen et al. (2011) also said that the TBL approach is increasingly recognized
by governments and researchers alike. Their textbook, Festival and Special Event
Management contains a full description of the evaluation process from this perspective,
including instructive case studies.

Studies on the evaluation practices of event managers or development agencies have
been infrequent, consequently we have an incomplete and perhaps dated picture of the
state of art in praxis. Carlsen et al. (2000) surveyed the literature on evaluation and impact
assessment and reported on a Delphi survey of event experts in Australia which revealed
the most important perceived pre- and post-event evaluation topics and measures. While
a standardized approach was desired, that aim has never been achieved.

Wood (2009, p. 175 citing Pugh and Wood, 2004 and Thomas and Wood, 2003)
concluded from UK studies that festivals were marked by:

[…] ill-thought out objectives, which are then assessed, leaving evaluation to the basics of
attendance counts, questionable economic impact measures, and assessment of the functional
aspects of the event […] In the UK […] many departments did not undertake any type of
evaluation and those that did focused on attendance figures, participant feedback, and
attendee satisfaction.

O’Sullivan et al. (2009) reviewed event evaluations by local governments in Wales
and concluded that most had focussed on improving processes and measuring
economic impacts; social-cultural objectives were common, but these outcomes were
not usually evaluated.

Williams and Bowdin (2007) reviewed event evaluation literature and studied seven
UK arts festivals as to their evaluation purposes, methods, and uses. They concluded that
evaluation was well understood in terms of its roles in measuring event success related to
goals, shaping the planning process, meeting stakeholder expectations, and making
improvements. The methods, data, and objects of the arts festivals’ evaluations were
summarized, noting that the audience in particular was of extreme importance, as well as
financial performance, media coverage, artists and other stakeholders.

Robertson et al. (2009) found that 47 of 56 festival directors from a UK sample did
a formal evaluation of their event, of which 77 percent measured community involvement
or community satisfaction levels; 60 percent said they gained feedback from sponsors and
53 percent undertook an economic impact evaluation. Interestingly, they discovered that
older festivals were less likely to evaluate community involvement or satisfaction or
performer satisfaction.

Sherwood’s Australian doctoral research (cited in Sherwood et al., 2005) scrutinized
85 assessments of events conducted by government agencies and found that mostly
economic impacts were covered. Environmental impacts were scarcely evaluated, and
social-cultural impact assessment was slowly developing. The state of art at that time
was summed up as a lack of TBL comprehensiveness and a failure to integrate methods.

Toolkits that offer advice, methods and examples on event evaluation and impact
assessment have been developed in a number of settings. The Cooperative Research
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Centre in Sustainable Tourism in Australia (now defunct) published a series on event
impacts including the book Economic Evaluation of Special Events: A Practitioner’s
Guide, by Jago and Dwyer (2006). The ENCORE toolkit produced and modified by
Cooperative Research Centre researchers in its final version adopted a TBL approach
including appropriate resident and stakeholder surveys.

A consortium of UK sponsors has created a web site full of impact assessment advice
and examples called eventIMPACTS (UK Sport, 2008). Its contents cover attendance,
economic, social, environmental, and media impacts. Presumably cultural impacts
are covered under “social” but there is a gap here, as well as weaknesses in the media
and environmental sections that reflect slow progress theoretically and methodologically
in the event evaluation field.

Evaluation in professional standards (Event Management Body of Knowledge
(EMBOK), Meeting and Business Event Competency Standards (MBECS), ISO)
The EMBOK did not explicitly recognize or discuss evaluation. Presumably it is a skill or
technique needed to realize the core values and perform the main management functions, as
implied in this quote from Silvers et al. (2005, p. 194): “The core values of creativity, strategic
thinking, continuous improvement, ethics, and integration are the values that must permeate
all decisions throughout event management regarding every element, phase, and process.”

Within MBECS, evaluation is an integral part of both strategic and project management
(Meeting Professionals International (MPI), 2012). For example, under “strategic planning”
the following actions are specified:

(1) manage strategic plan for meeting or event (develop mission, goals, objectives:
determine feasibility, determine requirements to carry out meeting/event, develop
financial summary, monitor strategic plan);

(2) develop sustainability plan for meeting or event (implement plan, demonstrate
environmental responsibility); and

(3) measure value of meetings and business events (develop evaluation plan,
measure ROI, evaluate/audit, evaluate effectiveness of risk management plan).

Elsewhere more specific monitoring and evaluation actions are specified, such as
“evaluate staff.”

The event sustainability management system codified in the ISO 20121 standard
(International Organisation of Standardization (ISO), 2012) embeds evaluation but does
not specify what the goals or measures of sustainability should be. The document
explains it this way:

The standard does not specify which sustainability issues to manage or what performance
levels to achieve. What the standard requires is that an organisation has in place a
transparent process through which it systematically evaluates the issues relevant to its
operations and sets its own objectives and targets for improvement.

This represents a view of sustainability as a process and not a set of outcomes, clearly
articulated in this statement:

In a nutshell, sustainability is about how an organisation continues to run its activities in a
commercially successful way whilst contributing towards a stronger and more just society
and reducing its impact on the environment. To achieve ISO 20121, an organisation will need
to demonstrate that it has considered within its management system all key financial,
economic, social and environmental issues relevant to its operations; focusing solely on
environmental issues will not be sufficient.
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In other words, it is the evaluation system, encompassing goals, objectives, measures,
and reporting that is of primary importance. Each event will presumably pursue a
somewhat different path. This highlights that there is a significant gap in existing
event evaluation research and methods and that an industry-agreed model of the event
evaluation process is an essential next step.

A model of the evaluation process
Figure 2 is a conceptual framework that can be used as a starting point in any discussion of
event evaluation. The framework incorporates evaluation contexts, paradigms, functions,
measures as well as discussion of what needs to be evaluated and why.

Evaluation paradigms
According to Rossi et al. (2004) the positivist paradigm dominates, with its emphasis on
determining cause and effect through experimental designs and on quantitative
measurement. Applied to the events sector it is reflected in the prevailing emphasis on
forecasting and measuring demand and economic impacts, customer satisfaction and
the link to loyalty or expenditure, effectiveness in achieving goals, and efficiency in
resource acquisition and deployment. As this paradigm incorporates the view that
evaluation is science, there is a need for theory development so that evaluators can
confidently predict outcomes and explain divergence from goals, but this is notably
lacking with regard to events.

- Justify the event
- Build legitimacy
- Assign value/worth as assets
- Aid in planning/design/marketing
- Solve problems
- Clarify logic and goals
- Improve management systems
- Improve competitiveness
- Stay “on track”
- Be successful
- Determine outcomes/impacts

- Formal vs Informal
- Performance/Goal-driven vs
  Goal-free/systems approach
- Accountability required vs Independence
- Internal vs External/Multi-stakeholder
- Collaborative/Participatory vs Independent
- Project-based vs Long-term sustainability
- Single event vs Portfolio
- One-time event vs Periodic

- Positivism
- Interpretive
- Critical/Emancipatory

- Policies and strategies
- Environmental
  conditions/trends/competitors
- Organizational
  structure /stakeholders
- Management practices
- Event operations
- Impact causes and effects
- Event portfolio worth and
  population health

- Efficiency and effectiveness
- Quality/Competence
- Economic, social, cultural and
  environmental impact indicators
- Return on investment (ROI)
- Opportunity cost
- Externalities

MEASURES

- Observation/Self-reporting
- Systems approach
- Visitor/Stakeholder input
- Experimental research designs
- Field research designs
- Action research

METHODS USES

- Constant monitoring/feedback
- Input to project and strategic
  planning
- Community/Stakeholder
  engagement
- Inputs to certification

WHY EVALUATE?

Evaluation Paradigms

WHAT TO EVALUATE?

Evaluation Contexts

Figure 2.
A model of the

evaluation process
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A set of interpretive approaches have been described by Potter (2006). These have in
common an attempt to work with stakeholders to understand their expectations,
experiences, and meanings before making judgment about value or worth. Close links
with stakeholders and the community at large will obviously facilitate interpretive
event evaluation using specific qualitative methods including focus groups, interviews,
and observation. This paradigm is likely to be more appropriate in evaluating event
populations, policies, and legacies, all of which are open to various interpretations
of cumulative impacts and values. Wood (2009, p. 183) put forward a framework for the
evaluation of festival impacts that can be considered interpretive in design. It was:

[…] intended to incorporate a wider view of evaluation than has been used so far in event
evaluation. It suggests that the views of all stakeholders are considered, that evaluation takes
place within specific and unique contexts (and therefore cannot be standardized), a wide range
of methods and sources of information is required to give a full and balanced view, that
outcomes or objectives although important are not the only aspects to evaluated, and that a
cost-benefit analysis or economic evaluation is not suitable for this type of festival where
many of the effects are intangible, social, and long term.

A third paradigm is that of critical-emancipatory evaluation (Potter, 2006) which is usually
based on action research. The aim is to make changes, or initiate transformative processes,
such as to employ events in community capacity building through institutional networking,
or to facilitate healthy lifestyles and participation in the arts or sport. Where the aim is to
empower citizens or groups the process can be quite political and controversial, especially if
existing power structures are challenged. A less political application might consist of action
research to create a new hallmark event with long-term tourism and community benefits
(e.g. as described by Andersson et al., 2013), although any action-research process can
become politically charged.

Emerging sustainability paradigm
The events sector has certainly been adopting sustainability principles and practices,
although it is unclear if this is a completely new paradigm or an amalgam of the others.
The discourse on event sustainability contains elements of positivism (e.g. green
practices save money and can improve event brands), interpretivism (e.g. a concern for
multi-stakeholder perceptions of benefits), and the critical (e.g. demonstrating how events
and event venue decisions reflect the power of elite groups). To many event managers
sustainability is equated with survival, not specifically the environment or community
(Ensor et al., 2011).

Hall (2012) discussed sustainability in the context of mega events, with reference to
three “frames of sustainability” namely: economic sustainability, balanced sustainability,
and steady-state sustainability. He argued:

Only steady-state sustainability is regarded as sufficient to maintain or enhance natural capital.
However, the likelihood of the required policy learning to occur for this paradigm to be adopted
are slim given the role of political and corporate interests in promoting mega-events as a solution
to problems of place competitiveness rather than as a symptom of the problems of contemporary
neoliberal thinking with respect to events, places, and sustainability.

A wide range of concepts and methodologies can be relevant to sustainability,
including: “green” or “sustainable event” standards (Jones, 2010; ISO, 2012), “corporate
social responsibility” (Bradish and Cronin, 2009; Laing and Frost, 2010), “social license to
operate” (Ponsford and Williams, 2010), “TBL” (Raybould et al., 2005; Sherwood, 2007;
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Hede, 2007), event, carbon and ecological “footprints” (Collins et al., 2009; Andersson
and Lundberg, 2013), “use and non-use values” (Andersson et al., 2012), “social
leveraging” (Chalip, 2006; O’Brien and Chalip’, 2008), and, “social utility” (Schulenkorf,
2009). Whatever event managers do, sustainability will also be linked to environmental
influences, which brings “organizational ecology” into the equation. As argued by
Getz et al. (2013a, b), there will generally be threats to the viability of events from
competition for resources, support and audiences.

The institutionalization of a new paradigm is a process requiring many steps
and possible setbacks, and for events Getz (2009) argued that it requires full application
of TBL thinking – a set of goals and measures were advocated covering the
social, cultural, ecological, and economic dimensions of event outcomes. Whatever
the definition of sustainability, this emerging paradigm has profound implications for
evaluation of the “worth” of events and justifications for investment and intervention in
the events sector. At a minimum, events and event-development agencies must now
demonstrate value in a multi-stakeholder context, and take a longer-term perspective
on outcomes and legacy. As the paradigm gains acceptance at the political, corporate,
and event operational levels, it will also lead to growing attention to long-term,
cumulative impacts, resolution of stakeholder conflicts, the meaning and management
of a “healthy” portfolio and population of events, and the synergistic effects arising
from many actors pursuing event-related strategies and programs.

Why evaluate?
As illustrated in the diagram, the most common purposes are to assign value or worth,
to aid in improving management and performance, and to determine outcomes – all of
which can be important in justifying an event or building legitimacy.

Surprisingly little attention has been paid to the question of assigning overall value or
worth to a planned event, let alone to portfolios and populations of events. In the for-profit
sector, events are a business and the need to make profit is a given, so events have clear
asset value in this context. In the not-for-profit sector events are usually conceived as
providing a necessary or worthwhile service to the community or a specific group, and
therefore some measure of value such as attendance, or of legitimacy – such as political
and other stakeholder support – is essential to their continuance. It is in the public sector,
where events are produced or receive support from government, that a specific justification
for intervention is necessary. All too often that justification is limited to purported tourism
and economic benefits, whereas the dramatic rise in exploiting events as instruments of
diverse policy purposes demands much broader justifications.

The management-oriented purposes of event evaluation are much clearer and are
widely implemented:

• to aid in planning/design/marketing, solve problems, clarify logic, and goals;
• to improve management systems; and
• to improve competitiveness, stay on track, be successful.

Outcome or impact assessment is part of this process, especially employing measures of
quality, customer satisfaction and loyalty, and some calculation of ROI is often desired.
Both efficiency of resource acquisition and use, and effectiveness in goal attainment are
commonly examined.

Alkin and Christie’s (2004) review of evaluation literature generated a model
that outlines the different schools and tendencies within the field. They concluded that
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evaluation theory is the result of two parallel driving forces. One is manifested in social
inquiry, or “evaluation as research.” It follows a scientific rationale where the desire to
understand the dynamics of individuals and groups in different social contexts has been
the principal motivating factor. In short, social inquiry has supplied us with the methods
used in program and organizational (read “event”) evaluation. The other strand of
evaluation discourse has been focussed on the need for accountability in management
processes. It assumes an instrumental perspective in its view of evaluation. Actions taken
and resources used in the frame of commercial or public programs should be monitored
to ensure effectiveness and identify potential areas of improvement. Those accountable
are thereby provided information on their performance relative to goals, processes,
and outcomes.

Evaluation function
When evaluating something or someone, one needs to first establish the function of said
evaluation. By function we mean the intended purpose of evaluating something, both in
terms of the information sought as well as the final use of this information. Expected
outcomes and measurement criteria are a product of the function (Taras, 2005).

Scriven (1967) was the first author to clearly distinguish between the different
functions of evaluation. In his seminal paper on evaluation methodology, he identifies
what has become the widely adopted categories of “formative” and “summative”
evaluation. Formative evaluation is that which helps the user get ready for summative
judgment; filling organizational gaps, and aligning organizational processes.
Regarding events, the following can be considered to have formative evaluation
functions: needs assessments, market demand and feasibility studies, stakeholder
input, benchmarking, or comparative studies. Logically, the results of all research and
outcome assessments aid in the re-formulation of plans and designs.

Although common in leisure programming or provision of facilities, evaluation
of needs has been absent in the events sector. This presumably reflects a dominant
bias that conceptualizes events as either business, in which case the emphasis
has been placed on destination and venue selection – or as the unnecessary luxury
of entertainment and event-related tourism. Re-conceptualizing events in a service
context, say as part of leisure or health services, would have major implications
for evaluators and theorists.

Summative evaluation simply holds up the outcomes/impacts of a program against
qualifying criteria of merit (COM) or worth. Economic impact assessments, measures
of stakeholder and customer satisfaction, financial audits, and media content analysis
are examples of great importance to events. As soon as merit or worth are raised
as points of discussion, the political, and multi-stakeholder nature of event evaluation
becomes unavoidable.

Taras (2005) argued that both are part of the broader process of assessment and
that at least formative evaluation is dependent on its summative counterpart for its
existence. That is, for a formative evaluation to take place, summative criteria,
and objectives must be determined from which to work from.

Another functional category, “developmental” evaluation (Gamble, 2008), has been
added in an effort to account for longitudinal evaluation as opposed to the more
cross-sectional methods often represented by its formative and summative kin.
Developmental evaluation also incorporates aspects of complexity theory and social
change. It requires a certain level of innovative drive and a predisposition to risk-taking
in the culture of the user organization (Table I).
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Akin to monitoring, “process evaluation” occurs during the operation of an event or
program with the function of keeping it on track to achieve its goals and solving
problems that might arise. Various observation techniques and checklists can be used by
staff or volunteers, as well as immediate feedback obtained from customers and other
stakeholders such as suppliers. Management by “walking around” is an essential tool
learned by every event producer, as some issues require immediate attention. For longer
events the retention of independent auditors might be a wise investment, covering on-site
matters, media coverage, and various external stakeholders as they formulate
impressions or identify problems from their perspectives.

Evaluation contexts
Context often determines what type of evaluation is needed, whether it is performed at all,
and how it is conducted. The first consideration can be a matter of formality vs informality,
with other considerations listed as follows:

• formal vs informal;
• performance and goal-driven vs goal-free/systems approach;
• accountability required vs independence;
• internal vs external and multi-stakeholder;
• collaborative, participatory vs independent;
• project-based vs long-term sustainability;
• single event vs portfolio; and
• one-time event vs periodic.

Textbooks often incorporate evaluation into planning and programming models, and in
relation to events this often means project planning, especially for one-time events. In this
context the evaluation will likely be formal and goal driven. Performance objectives or
KPI generally accompany this approach. Informal evaluation occurs when people get
together to discuss issues, plan for improvements or solve problems without having done
research or installed an evaluation system.

There is a danger in goal-driven evaluations that an overly narrow approach will be
taken and various unexpected outcomes and externalities will consequently be ignored.
This is a frequent criticism of events judged on narrow grounds such as profitability,

Evaluation function Situation

Summative
evaluation

At the end of a program or initiative when key decisions about its future are
going to be made
When judging a model’s merit or worth for continuation, expansion or other
major decisions

Formative
evaluation

When fine-tuning a model
When a future summative evaluation is expected and baseline data will likely
be needed

Developmental
evaluation

When working in situations of high complexity. When working on early stage
social innovation

Source: Adapted from Gamble (2008)

Table I.
Types of

evaluation function
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tourist attractiveness, or economic impact estimates. Goal-free evaluation is an option, but
likely to be implemented only when there is a need for a completely objective evaluation of
processes and impacts (usually conducted by outsiders) that might reveal more than a
goal-driven process. Increasing demands for accountability and transparency lead to more
comprehensive evaluations and therefore begin to address these risks.

Success for projects – especially in the private sector – is quite different from long-
term sustainability. When a project is completed according to specifications, within the
budget and on schedule, and stakeholders sign off on it, that is success. One-time events
are now expected to generate a positive, long-term legacy that also needs to be evaluated.
Periodic events might have a planned life-cycle (therefore, they are intended to be
produced only a few times) while others seek permanence or sustainability. Permanence
means forever, as valued traditions and institutions (see Andersson and Getz, 2008; Getz
and Andersson, 2008), whereas to be sustainable has come to mean compliance with a set
of standards or expectations which continuously change.

While it is wise for all organizations to evaluate in order to learn and adapt,
sometimes it is done primarily to satisfy demands for accountability. This requirement
usually accompanies monetary grants and formal sponsorship contracts. External
stakeholders might conduct their own evaluations, such as for determining their ROI in
sponsoring an event. Managers might prefer to conduct an evaluation themselves, to
ensure control, but having outside experts do it can increase objectivity and perhaps
comprehensiveness. If there are internal problems regarding policy or strategy it might
be best to employ outside evaluators.

Typical internal evaluations, conducted by and for management, can range from very
specific goal-attainment exercises, such as monitoring customer satisfaction, to broad,
ongoing evaluations of efficiency, and effectiveness across all management functions.
They need not involve stakeholders and might never be reported outside the organization.
Some events are very independent and inward-looking, so that their entire evaluation
universe consists of ways to improve and sustain the event. The event, in this context,
exists for its own sake and might not be conceived as an instrument of any external policy
or strategy. Nevertheless, internal evaluation cannot ignore environmental influences,
especially those affecting resource acquisition.

External evaluations are conducted from the perspective of stakeholders who
evaluate the event and its organization, and are conducted either by outside agents or
by event managers who are held accountable for resources and support received.
Sponsors and grant givers often insist upon full evaluations or at least impact
assessments, and many will conduct their own ROI-type evaluations of events they
support; these are not necessarily made public. However, one can argue that adopting
principles of social responsibility leads to a greater external orientation, as does
increasing institutionalization of an event or the event-producing organization, thereby
suggesting the need for transparent evaluations and full, public disclosure. The concept
of a social license to operate can be applied, in which case the event is seen to require
ongoing community or key-stakeholder support.

Events are increasingly instruments of various industry strategies (both tourism
and corporate marketing) and public-policy domains (from economic and urban
development to place marketing and civic re-positioning). Accordingly, many large-
scale, public events are in reality transforming processes designed (or widely expected)
to achieve goals that lie outside an event’s ability to control. This places a significant
burden on events, and requires a completely different approach to evaluation – one that
involves a partnership between events and stakeholders, otherwise the task is too large
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and complex. For example, if festivals are expected to foster social integration in a
divided community, and not simply provide entertainment, then a significant burden
also arises in demonstrating cause and effect.

Evaluation of portfolios of events will be much more complex, starting with numerous
environmental forces and stakeholders shaping the portfolio, reflecting an overriding
concern for long-term and cumulative impacts, and leading to diverse perspectives on
value as demonstrated through multiple evaluations and a wide variety of methods.
Longitudinal, meta-analysis of a number of evaluation and impact studies might be
required to gain the entire picture:

• What is the property or portfolio worth in economic and subjective terms? Place
an economic value through the application of various ROI and asset life-cycle
accounting procedures; subjective judgments made through comparisons,
discourse, stakeholder input.

• Is our event or portfolio/population of events healthy and sustainable? Use a
variety of indicators to monitor cumulative impacts; measure population changes
such as births and deaths.

Event evaluations are rare, if non-existent, in the context of the interpretive or critical-
emancipatory paradigms, or event as part of action research. This remains a frontier in
event studies, in need of both theoretical and methodological advances. Criticism of
mega events in particular has been growing, and the conflict over vast expenditures
on sports events and facilities that benefit mostly powerful elites in society requires
new approaches to evaluation of costs, benefits, and overall worth.

Evaluation of events often has to consider long-term, indirect, often subtle impacts.
The term “legacy” applies to all that is left over from the event (or events) as a positive
inheritance for future generations, or as costs and problems. For discussions of event
“legacies” see Hall (1994), Andersson et al. (1999), Ritchie (2000), Preuss (2007), Quinn
(2010), and Sadd (2010). One can ask if an event itself is sustainable, or if its legacy fits
into a sustainable development framework.

Measures
There is always a measurement problem in science, starting with the rubrics that something
does not exist unless we can measure it, and everything is affected by the measurement
process! In other words, we absolutely need measures for all kinds of impacts, so that unless
we have measures of the cultural impacts of events we cannot say if they exist or not.
Second, by using a particular measure, such as “growth in arts participation” as a measure
of festival success, evaluators can either deliberately or inadvertently shape future design
and consequential attendee experiences. That happens (hypothetically) because managers
will be held accountable for arts participation increases in their performance evaluations and
they will therefore tend to alter the program to ensure that the desired effect occurs.

Measurement is often complex, employing monetary values plus indicators of tangibles
and intangibles, so the use of composites or summaries is common. These include
cost-benefit ratios and ROI. How these are constructed is important, because stakeholders
might easily get a false impression from summaries. Dwyer et al. (2010) provide advice on
costs and benefits in tourism and events impact assessments, and Phillips et al. (2008)
thoroughly cover ROI approaches and measurement for the events sector.

Impacts are but one category of outcome to measure, and impact assessment does not
in itself constitute evaluation. How measures are decided upon and used in assigning
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value or worth are key evaluation issues. In TBL approaches it is crucial is to incorporate
externalities into evaluations, as well as consideration of social equity and justice. If the
distribution of costs and benefits is not measured, for example, it cannot truly be said
that a policy, strategy, or event is worthwhile. This is why so many impact forecasts
and assessments focus only on purported tourism-generated benefits: it is either
too difficult to be comprehensive; or, the proponents do not want to draw attention to
potential costs and negative impacts.

Indicators and checklists
Rather than starting from scratch every time an evaluation is to be conducted, checklists
can be developed to guide the process and ensure that the outcomes match expectations.
Checklists, according to Stufflebeam (2001, p. 71) perform these functions:

An evaluation checklist is a list for guiding an enterprise to success (formative orientation)
and/or judging its merit and worth (summative orientation). Sound checklists can have
profound evaluative applications. Familiar examples are evaluations of behavior against
moral codes like the Ten Commandments; evaluations of legal matters against the US Bill of
Rights and the other constitutional provisions; […] evaluations of hospitals and colleges
against accreditation criteria; […] Such checklists can provide valuable assistance to
evaluators, their clients, and other stakeholders as they plan, conduct, and judge evaluations.

Scriven (2007) described the typological landscape of checklists as including the
enumerating “laundry list” of things to, sequential checklists of processes, and diagnostic,
iterative and “COM” formats. COM checklists are the foundation for situations demanding
scoring procedures. Their development is a highly stringent process as they need to be
inclusive of every possible indicator relevant to a given evaluation context. If not, the
subject of an evaluation might appear unjustly strong or weak in a dimension that has not
been fully represented by the appropriate criteria.

What is to be measured depends almost entirely on the purpose of the evaluation.
In broad terms, the following types of indicators can be relevant to event evaluation
and impact assessment:

• Inputs. The resources needed to become successful, competitive, or sustainable,
including human, information, financial, natural;

• Processes. The management systems designed to utilize resources efficiently and
to be effective in attaining goals; some of these indicators might be useful in
monitoring trends or in predicting outcomes; and

• Outcomes. Measures of performance and impacts, taking into account those that
can be controlled as well as externalities, financial ratios are typical in business
settings, a TBL approach or balanced scorecard is advised for events.

Torres-Delgado and Saarinen (2014) reviewed the literature on sustainable tourism
indicators and formulated a list of conditions that define good indicators, most of which
are relevant to planned events (see Table II).

What is the starting point for developing indicators? Many have been proposed,
including those specific to sustainable events. But they do not necessarily meet all needs
and purposes. Bell and Morse (2003, p. 47) proposed four methods for establishing
indicators and these approaches can be adapted to the events sector. The first is to base
them on historical trends, assuming that a sustainable or successful state prevailed in
the past. In this way, indicators would tend to replicate past conditions, and that is not

148

IJEFM
6,2



normally something to be desired. A second starting point is to compare events or
portfolios of events, as in benchmarking against those considered to be the best. Like all
such exercises, it begs the question of determining what caused the success of others.

A theoretical approach could be taken, and this is certainly to be recommended insofar
as experts claim to understandwhat makes for a successful or sustainable event. A careful
review of the literature supports establishment of basic principles, both for pursuing
success in a competitive environment or a service environment, and for working toward
higher levels of sustainability. But this does not by itself ensure relevance or utilization, as
many organizers will distrust theory-based exercises. Finally, and most realistically,
various stakeholders can be consulted to ensure relevance – but they might have to be
educated on the purpose and process.

Getting consensus on any method or set of measures will be difficult, but is most
likely to occur at the level of single events or organizations where the context and purpose
is fully understood by internal and select external stakeholders. At a wider level, say a city,
association, or country, a consensus-building process might take a considerable investment
in education, time, and money with no guarantee of success.

Outcome and sustainability indicators
Undertaking full cost-benefit evaluations or detailed economic impact assessments can
be difficult and expensive, with incomparability of methods being a common problem.
It is natural, therefore, that evaluators and policy makers will seek a simpler, more
standardized approach, and this is increasingly leading to the development of indicators.
While comparable, quantifiable indicators are the norm in for-profit businesses, any
comprehensive, or TBL approach is immediately faced with the incommensurability
problem. This leads evaluators to either place surrogate monetary values on a variety of
intangibles, or to opt for a mix if qualitative and quantitative measures.

Whitford et al. (2014, p. 392) developed a set of indicators for evaluating event
governance performance. Governance in this context is more than ownership and decision
making, it applies to the full interaction of policy actors in which power and authority are
shared. Principles for selecting indicators were articulated, including relevance, reliability,
completeness, clarity, timeliness, verifiability, and diversity. Indicators are linked explicitly
to goals and require suitable data sources and measurement. For example, when the goal is
transparent decision making, one indicator could be “the public is informed about the
process of resource allocation.”Data sources could include public surveys or media analysis.

Relevance Relevant to the research program
Scientific precision Scientifically well founded
Measurability Containing the necessary and reliable data to proceed to its calculation
Transparency Clear as regards its methodology and the selection of parameters
Adaptability Adaptable to specific characteristics of the territory
Comparability Producing comparable results
Updating Using updated data
Cost efficiency well
balanced

Efforts expended in data collection well balanced with information
ultimately obtained

Territorial
representation

Possibility of mapping using georeferenced data

Temporal representation Showing trends over time
Sensitivity Sensitive to spatial and temporal changes
Communication Results easily communicated and understandable to all
Participation Meeting the needs and interests of target audience

Table II.
Conditions of

a good indicator
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The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI, 2000-2012) developed a supplementary set of
indicators for events. The GRI approach is heavy on process, encouraging comprehensive,
ISO-type planning and reporting. It suggests what should be measured, rather than setting
targets, and in this way treats sustainability as an ongoing process of setting targets for
achievement or avoidance/amelioration. For example, under the main heading “economic”
events are to measure direct and indirect value creation including that value attributable to
sustainability initiatives. Under “environmental,” events are to measure waste and energy
consumption, but it is up to the organizers to decide what is reasonable. The other main
indicator headings are “society,” “labor practices and decent work,” “human rights,”
“product responsibility,” “sourcing,” and “legacy.”

Indicators can be grouped into sets, such as “indicators of sustainable events/
tourism” or “indicators of successful/enduring events,” each representing a broad
purpose. Within these sets individual indicators can be weighted as more important
than others, or sub-sets such as economic being less important than social, and then
composite indices calculated. Weights and measures will certainly change over time, so
there is a need for constant monitoring and adaptability. This is particularly true for
both success and sustainability indicator sets, as both must be kept fresh in light of
policy, environmental, and competitive changes.

Methods and evaluation systems
Any research method can be useful, as the determination of appropriate evaluation
methods must follow from purpose and context. No doubt visitor surveys are a
predominant research tool in evaluating everything from satisfaction to economic
impacts, whereas financial and energy audits are not really research methods but provide
valuable inputs.

To become a formal and strategically important element in any event or event-related
organization, evaluation should not be a series of data collection exercises (which could be
viewed as monitoring progress) or one-off reports. Rather, a permanent system is required.
An evaluation system will consist of a set of methods, measures and procedures intended
for event organizers or others to use in comprehensive evaluation including management
functions and impacts.

A systems approach to event management or event-tourism approach is a logical
framework within which appropriate and necessary methods can be determined. The
model requires consideration of various levels of environment and therefore potentially
numerous stakeholders, of inputs including resources and information of value, of
management processes and their interdependencies, and of outcomes related to both
internal processes and externalities. With the event conceived as a transforming
process, the systematic evaluator will automatically take a more comprehensive
and open-minded view of what evaluation is to achieve and how it is to be conducted.
Both internal and external evaluations are an integral part of this approach.

Pasanen et al. (2009) described the development of a Finnish event evaluation tool
called FEET which combined social/cultural, environmental, and economic dimensions.
In an effort to be comprehensive, the pilot project included development of questionnaires
for event organizers, event visitors (both locals and tourists), local entrepreneurs, local
residents, and policy makers.

At Mid-Sweden University the comprehensive Event Compass system has been
tested on several events, with results yet to be reported. It is based on a goal-attainment
approach in which evaluators measure progress toward specific targets along eight
dimensions covering outcomes (economic, social/cultural, and environmental) as well as
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management functions (organization, design, risk, planning, marketing). In the initial
baseline evaluation events are able to compare their current goals and evaluation
against a set of KPI developed by experts.

TBL and the incommensurability problem
Elkington (1999) conceived the TBL as a way to add social and environmental costs and
benefits to typical corporate accounting. Three separate accounts would be created, named
people, profit, and planet. This philosophy is in keeping with sustainable development
and corporate social responsibility principles, and has led to repeated calls for a more
comprehensive approach to event impact assessment and evaluation. However, the
problem of measurement remains, as financial analysis is not easily compared with
intangible costs and benefits. Incommensurability (therefore, employing different units of
measurement) is also of theoretical concern, in the sense that available theories pertaining
to economic impacts are more developed than those pertaining to cultural and social
outcomes so that we might have greater certainty about cause and effect.

Raybould et al. (2005) proposed a framework for TBL event impact assessment, based
on a set of measureable indicators for each of social, environmental, and economic
impacts. While absolute scores on each would be calculated, changes over time would also
be measured and compared by reference to fixed or moving averages on all indicators.
For a visual summary, results would be displayed on a “synthesis diagram” (therefore, the
readily available “radar graph”) with the three dimensions scaled 1 to 10; more dimensions
could be added if refinements were desired, such as adding destination image:

To draw the chart, scores for each of the components are plotted along the relevant axis, and these
points are joined by straight lines creating a geometric shape […]. The triple bottom line impact of
the event can then be expressed by the ratio between the area of plotted triangle and the area of
the theoretical maximum defined by the outer limits of the diagram (Raybould et al., 2005, p. 10).

The authors acknowledged that a fixed average would become obsolete over time. As
well, it might be necessary to “weight” the three dimensions to reflect different values.

Hede (2007) discovered that of 14 stakeholder groups she canvassed, only three
(governments, residents, and community groups) demonstrated interests across all
three dimensions of the TBL. Hede concluded that a comprehensive impact evaluation
approach had to be introduced at the planning state of an event, and stakeholders had to
be convinced of its merit. She further opined that perhaps all three elements of the TBL
are not equally important for all events and that a weighted approach might be necessary
to take into account, for example, small community festivals that are primarily oriented
to fostering community integration.

Andersson and Lundberg (2013) have attempted to deal with TBL incommensurability
by employing monetary values for the following: use values (therefore, measured by the
direct expenditure of all visitors, minus opportunity costs), socio-cultural value (therefore,
willingness to pay, or a consumer-surplus calculation from which perceived disruption
allowance is deducted), and environmental costs calculated through both ecological
footprint and CO2-equivalent calculations. This approach provides an overall monetary
value for an event.

Summary and conclusions
The definition and various meanings of value and evaluation have been examined, both in
theory and related to the practice of event management and event-tourism development.
As commonly interpreted and practiced, evaluation is a management process intended to
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improve efficiency and the attainment of goals. Increasingly, however, the very worth of
events and event portfolios has come into question, and demands for transparency and
accountability have put pressure on event proponents and organizers to improve their
evaluation process and procedures. It was argued that impact assessments are not
evaluations of worth, as they only reflect one perspective on desired or acceptable
outcomes. Full evaluation of costs and benefits is the ideal, one that is seldom attempted,
leaving evaluators to seek comprehensive but practical methods and measures that can be
used in a valid, standard approach.

Research on event evaluation praxis has been inconsistent, so researchers do not
have a complete, current understanding of how thoroughly it is being conducted, where
the gaps are, and in particular how effective evaluation is in shaping strategy, policy or
operations. Limited evidence suggests that some events and some agencies have
institutionalized comprehensive evaluation systems, but that is probably not standard
practice in the field. A discussion of sustainability has been necessary, as the movement
toward greener and more sustainable events, and event-tourism development, means that
standards are being applied and certification systems implemented. Sustainability implies
taking a comprehensive or TBL approach in setting goals and evaluating performance.
However, because success and sustainability are never assured, only a continuous process
of goal setting, evaluation and constant improvement will work and, because many
stakeholders are involved, multiple inputs are necessary.

A conceptual model of the entire event evaluation process has provided the main
framework for this paper. The starting point is consideration of evaluation paradigms, and
it is suggested that most event-related evaluations are positivistic both in the quantitative
measures they employ and the assumption that are made about discovering the truth
through scientific or quasi-scientific methodology. In this context the greatest challenge for
event evaluators is to establish cause and effect. Researchers must generate and test theory
to enable prediction of the effectiveness of management practices and design, and to help
ensure that events generate the desired benefits within acceptable cost parameters. Many
evaluation applications do not, however, require theory. Some are conducted in an
interpretive or even critical manner, introducing political, and ideological considerations to
establishing the worth of events and the nature of their development and outcomes.

Considerable attention was given to methods and measures for evaluation. While
any research method or auditing procedure can provide necessary data for evaluation,
some methods and measures are in widespread use and will likely always remain
important. These will certainly vary according to the size and type of event, its context
and particularly its purposes, so a variety of instruments and measures are needed in
the available toolkits. Working toward a standard approach and a set of common
indicators that everyone can use will, therefore become increasingly important.

The conceptual model of the evaluation process is not at all the same as an event
evaluation system that can be institutionalized by an event organization. Such a system
would implement the logic of sustainability and TBL thinking in a way that facilitates
strategic planning. It must include internal and external evaluations and impact
assessments which consider all costs and benefits. While there are several toolkits
available to guide evaluators, the two cited examples of FEET from Finland, and the
Event Compass from Sweden come closest to meeting these criteria.

Advancing event evaluation
There are certain biases or misconceptions that have to be rectified. First, impact
assessments are not in themselves evaluations. They can form one part of a comprehensive
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evaluation process but they address only a very narrow range of possible impacts.
The typical economic impact assessment is directed toward proving that tourists were
attracted, additional income earned by the destination, and other trade, or business
leveraging goals were met.

A major shift is needed from the current fixation on evaluating management
practices and impacts toward a fuller discourse and related methods for establishing
the value or worth of single events, event portfolios, and event populations. This entails
justifying private investment or public-sector intervention and will therefore be
political in nature. Only a multi-stakeholder approach to valuation or establishment of
worth will be politically acceptable within democracies.

Given the emphasis on “greening” and “sustainable events,” evaluators must
address a broader issue. It is a laudable goal to meet standards like ISO, but this form of
praxis does not ensure sustainable events. It is one thing to say an event is “green” or
“sustainable” and quite another to say that an event is viable, a success, competitive,
has become a permanent institution, or is in some way worthwhile of public
or stakeholder support. To be a “sustainable event” or to develop “sustainable event
tourism” is to meet a specific set of criteria reflecting a balanced set of social, cultural,
economic, and environmental goals that will have to be agreed upon in an open forum.
Both “success” and “sustainability” are best viewed as processes, not outcomes or
the meeting of fixed standards, and in this context evaluation is designed to guide the
process of becoming more successful and more sustainable. A goal-attainment
approach will work best.

Evaluators and other stakeholders will benefit greatly if a standard approach can be
followed.When all events and agencies follow the same process and use the samemeasures
and methods, comparability becomes possible. This not only makes forecasting more
accurate but it also facilitates benchmarking of best practices. As well, the implementation
of codes of practice or certification systems depends upon all events following the same
guidelines, at least for a minimal level of compliance. In general, politicians and the public
want a more transparent and credible approach to the justification of involvement in the
events sector, and this means moving well beyond the current emphasis on predicting
economic benefits.

Finally, progress is needed in developing theory that can explain and predict the
outcomes of various event planning, development, marketing, design, and operational
practices. Without theory, evaluation, or management and impact assessment
will remain weak, while determination of the worth of events and event tourism will be
restricted.
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