Routledge

5]
-1 Taylor &Francis Group

Journal of Policy Research in Tourism, Leisure and Events

Policy
Research

ISSN: 1940-7963 (Print) 1940-7971 (Online) Journal homepage: www.tandfonline.com/journals/rprt20

Assessing the social impacts of event portfolios
through non-use value

Martin Wallstam, Kai Kronenberg & Robert Pettersson

To cite this article: Martin Wallstam, Kai Kronenberg & Robert Pettersson (2026) Assessing the
social impacts of event portfolios through non-use value, Journal of Policy Research in Tourism,
Leisure and Events, 18:3, 657-674, DOI: 10.1080/19407963.2025.2482783

To link to this article: https://doi.org/10.1080/19407963.2025.2482783

8 © 2025 The Author(s). Published by Informa
UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis
Group

A
h View supplementary material &

% Published online: 01 Apr 2025.

N
CJ/ Submit your article to this journal &

|||I| Article views: 1515

A
& View related articles &'

@ View Crossmark data (&'

@ Citing articles: 1 View citing articles &

Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journallnformation?journalCode=rprt20


https://www.tandfonline.com/journals/rprt20?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/19407963.2025.2482783
https://doi.org/10.1080/19407963.2025.2482783
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/suppl/10.1080/19407963.2025.2482783
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/suppl/10.1080/19407963.2025.2482783
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=rprt20&show=instructions&src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=rprt20&show=instructions&src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/19407963.2025.2482783?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/19407963.2025.2482783?src=pdf
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/19407963.2025.2482783&domain=pdf&date_stamp=01%20Apr%202025
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/19407963.2025.2482783&domain=pdf&date_stamp=01%20Apr%202025
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/citedby/10.1080/19407963.2025.2482783?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/citedby/10.1080/19407963.2025.2482783?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=rprt20

JOURNAL OF POLICY RESEARCH IN TOURISM, LEISURE AND EVENTS z
2026, VOL. 18, NO. 3, 657674 g Routledge
https://doi.org/10.1080/19407963.2025.2482783 g W Taylor &Francis Group

a OPEN ACCESS W) Check for updates

Assessing the social impacts of event portfolios through
non-use value

Martin Wallstam ©, Kai Kronenberg and Robert Pettersson

ETOUR, Mid Sweden University, Ostersund, Sweden

ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY
Event portfolios play a crucial role in community development, Received 14 February 2025
fostering economic growth, community identity, and destination Accepted 18 March 2025
branding. While economic impacts of events have been

extensively studied, their social impacts-especially at the portfolio E -

) . X vent portfolio; event
level- remain underexplored. This paper addresses this gap by evaluation; contingent
applying Contingent Valuation Method (CVM) to measure the valuation; non-use value;
non-use value of a regional event portfolio in Jamtland, Sweden. strategic event management
Using survey data from 414 regional residents, we assess
willingness to pay (WTP) for twelve prominent events, capturing
the perceived social value beyond direct participation. Findings
indicate significant variation in WTP across different event types
and demographic groups, with sports and cultural events eliciting
distinct patterns of valuation. Results suggest that non-use value
is a viable metric for assessing the social impact of event
portfolios, providing policymakers and event managers with
actionable insights for strategic planning. This study contributes
to event portfolio research by demonstrating how CVM can be
systematically applied to quantify social value, offering a
framework for more informed event policy and funding decisions.

KEYWORDS

Introduction

Events are often seen as catalysts for community development, contributing to commu-
nity cohesion and identity, economic growth, and destination branding, to name a few
examples (Chalip, 2017; Getz, 2008). However, while considerable research has
focused on assessing the economic and logistical success of individual events, there
remains a critical gap in the evaluation of event portfolios — the collective assortment
of events staged within a community (Ziakas & Getz, 2021). This gap is especially pro-
nounced when it comes to assessing the social impacts of these portfolios. Unlike econ-
omic impacts, social impacts are difficult to define as no clear consensus exists on what
constitutes a ‘social impact’. Also, efforts to compare social impacts across event
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portfolios, for example through measuring them quantitatively, constitutes a methodo-
logical and epistemological challenge (Fredline et al., 2003; Wood, 2006).

For communities that host a range of events throughout the year, the combined
importance effect of these events for local residents is often left unexplored. Yet, these
event portfolios have strong bearing on the social well-being and identity of commu-
nities. Without reliable methods for assessing the social impacts of these portfolios, pol-
icymakers and event managers are left with a skewed understanding of the true value that
events provide (Best, 2009). The risk here is that decisions about resource allocation,
community engagement, and strategic planning are made without an accurate assess-
ment of the social benefits that various events bring to the table (Chalip, 2006). As
Dredge and Whitford (2010, p. 12) point out, there is a need to get a clear and compre-
hensive picture of who is affected by events, and how:

... events policy cannot be developed and institutionalized without critical assessment of the
context, the stakeholders involved and the collective advantages and disadvantages of
staging events.

This paper suggests that contingent valuation methods (CVM) can be used to offer a sol-
ution to this issue, particularly through the use of non-use value - a measure that captures
the value that residents place on an event, even if they do not directly participate in it. This
method, applied through a stated preference approach, allows for a more nuanced under-
standing of the social value of event portfolios, addressing both the direct and indirect
benefits that events offer to community residents (Bateman et al., 2002). Whereas CVM
and non-use value have been studied in connection to singular events before, this study
focuses on the thus far underexplored application of CVM to entire portfolios of events.
A comprehensive social impact evaluation of this nature is in line with the research
agendas laid out for future event portfolio research (Ziakas, 2018) and future research
on the effective leverage of events in community development (Schulenkorf et al., 2022).

By applying the concept of non-use value to twelve of the most prominent events in a
regional event portfolio, this study aims to assess the total social value of these events, as
well as the relative social value of each individual event within the portfolio in relation
to each other. In doing so, we hope to contribute to the growing body of research on
event portfolio assessment, offering a framework that not only quantifies social impacts
but also helps to inform future event planning and event policy formulation. To address
this aim, the paper needs to first identify what earlier research has been conducted on
the social value of entire event portfolios. The paper then seeks to explore the implemen-
tation of CVM to measure the aggregate as well as the relative social value of the events
within the portfolio. Finally, potential policy implications of the findings will be discussed
to explore how this application of CVM could inform the strategic management of events.

Literature review
The role of event portfolios in community and destination development

Event portfolios consist of a range of events of various types, scales, and frequencies that
occur in a destination throughout a calendar year. Unlike singular events, which largely
result in short-term economic and social impacts, well-managed event portfolios are
better suited to generate long-term, sustainable benefits for communities by fostering
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continuous engagement and boosting the their attractiveness year-round as destinations
(Chalip, 2004; Getz, 2008). In fact, event portfolios help destinations maintain visitor inter-
est beyond the lifecycle of a single event, reducing reliance on one-time major events and
creating opportunities for destination branding, economic growth, and social cohesion
(Richards, 2015; Ziakas, 2013).

While singular hallmark- and mega events can bring significant short-term attention
to a destination, they often come with risks, such as economic dependency, logistical
strain, and limited long-term engagement (Wood, 2005). Event portfolios, by contrast,
distribute the benefits over a broader timeframe, creating more balanced resource allo-
cation and offering resilience against external shocks that can affect singular events
(Andersson et al., 2014; Jago et al., 2003). For example, destinations like Edinburgh
have successfully managed event portfolios by incorporating smaller cultural and com-
munity events alongside their flagship festivals, creating a steady stream of social and
economic benefits throughout the year (Richards & Palmer, 2012).

Research further suggests that event portfolios offer greater opportunities for commu-
nity involvement and social inclusion by incorporating events that appeal to diverse seg-
ments of the population, ranging from sports and music festivals to local heritage events
(Richards, 2017; Ziakas & Costa, 2011). This diversity not only strengthens local identity
but also mitigates the risks of social exclusion that can arise when a community’s
resources are disproportionately focused on major, high-profile events, catering to
certain target markets (Fredline et al., 2003).

The contingent valuation method and non-use value

Traditional methods for assessing event impacts have been heavily focused on economic
metrics, such as direct spending, job creation, and multiplier effects, leaving social
impacts underexplored (Crompton, 1995; Dwyer et al., 2000; Mair et al., 2023; Wallstam,
2022). Social impacts encompass a range of outcomes, including community pride, social
cohesion, and cultural exchange, but there is little consensus on how these impacts should
be defined and measured (Fredline et al., 2003; Wood, 2006). This is problematic as the
agreement on what metrics to use is perhaps the most basic requirement in order for an
evaluation framework to be useful in a portfolio context. One of the core challenges in
assessing and communicating social impacts lies in their subjective nature. Social
impacts often depend on individual perceptions, cultural context, and how deeply the
event is embedded in the community fabric (Chalip, 2006; Fredline et al., 2005).
However, growing recognition of the need to consider intangible social benefits has
prompted researchers to increasingly explore alternative methods, albeit with limited
practical implications outside of academia (Wallstam et al., 2020). While most social
impact methods offer some valuable insights, they often fail to capture the full spectrum
of social benefits and their long-term impacts on the community, particularly in the
context of event portfolios (Fredline et al., 2003; Richards, 2015; Wallstam, 2022).
CVM is an economic valuation technique used to measure the value individuals place
on non-market goods and services, including public goods and cultural assets (Mitchell &
Carson, 1989). Originally developed for environmental valuation, CVM has since been
applied to a range of areas, including public policy, heritage conservation, and event
studies (Alvarez-Farizo et al., 1999; Andersson et al., 2012; Bateman et al., 2002; Bille
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Hansen, 1997). The method asks respondents to express their willingness to pay (WTP)
for certain benefits, providing an estimate of the value based on individual preferences
(Bateman et al., 2002; Mitchell & Carson, 1989).

Non-use value refers to the value that individuals derive from the existence of goods or
service, even if they do not directly consume or participate in it (Mitchell & Carson,
1989). In the context of events, non-use value captures the totality of sentiments
toward an event amongst community residents, even if they do not attend the event
themselves. This concept has been increasingly applied to the valuation community
assets, where residents value assets such as parks, cultural institutions or heritage
based on their existence alone (Navrud & Ready, 2002; Noonan, 2003). Such application
can be regarded as precedents for the validity of the technique in the context of events.

CVM often employs stated preference techniques, which involve hypothetical scenarios
to elicit WTP (Bateman et al., 2002). This method has been widely used to capture both use
and non-use values of a range of different types of assets, but its application to events and
event portfolios is still developing. If applied correctly, stated preference techniques offer a
flexible and reliable way to measure the social value of events by creating realistic scenarios
and payment vehicles through which WTP is determined (Hanley et al., 1998; Noonan,
2003). CVM still has not yet been fully explored to gauge the social value of events although
some initial attempts have been made in the last two decades.

While the contingent valuation method offers valuable insights into the perceived
value of public goods, it is not without its limitations. One challenge lies in the hypothe-
tical nature of the WTP questions, which can result in overestimation or underestimation
of the true value. Respondents may overstate their willingness to pay due to social desir-
ability bias, or they may understate their WTP if they perceive the payment mechanism
to be unrealistic (Bateman et al., 2002; Mitchell & Carson, 1989). Also, this method does
not replace studies where the focus lies on the exact types of social impact an event gen-
erates. In other words, a framing of social value through WTP, does not account for the
motives or the reasoning behind the WTP that is measured. Finally, CVM does not fully
account for the complexities of individual preferences, such as how different events
might hold varying degrees of non-use value for different segments of the population.
In this study, we try to address this omission by comparing group differences in WTP.
Nevertheless, contingent valuation remains one of the most widely used and accepted
methods for estimating non-use value and was deemed appropriate for the objectives
of this study (Hanley et al., 1998).

Examples of CVM applied to events

Andersson et al. (2012) apply CVM to estimate the total value of the Way Out West
(WOW) music festival using a cost-benefit analysis (CBA) framework. They employ
the Contingent Valuation Method (CVM) to assess both use and non-use values, illus-
trating the broader societal impact of the festival. For residents who did not attend the
festival, the non-use value (representing benefits such as community pride, cultural sig-
nificance, and the opportunity for future generations to attend) was estimated at €3
million. This includes bequest value (€3), option value (€3), and existence value (€2)
per resident. The total non-use value per citizen of Gothenburg was calculated at €6.
When calculating the total value created by the festival, the study concludes that both
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use and non-use values are significant, with use value being significantly higher.
However, non-use value accounts for nearly 30% of the total value, showing the impor-
tance of the festival for the local community even for those not attending.

Atkinson et al. (2008) use the Contingent Valuation Method (CVM) to assess the
perceived social benefits of hosting the 2012 Olympics in London. The study estimated
the average annual willingness to pay (WTP) for intangible benefits such as national
pride, community cohesion, and the legacy of sports facilities. Households in London
had an average WTP of £22 per year, compared to £12 in Manchester and £11 in
Glasgow, with payments proposed over a 10-year period. The total WTP across the
U.K. for these intangible benefits was estimated to be around £2 billion. The intangi-
ble benefits ranked most important by respondents included national pride,
motivating children to play sports, and the lasting impact of new facilities, while
transport delays and crowding were seen as key intangible costs. The study demon-
strates that even non-attendees of the event placed significant value on the Olympics’
broader social and cultural contributions, supporting the use of public funds to host
such events. The higher WTP in London, especially in areas near the proposed
Olympic venues, reflects the perceived local benefits, while lower WTP in Manchester
and Glasgow suggests a reduced perception of value farther from the host city.
Overall, the findings highlight the importance of considering non-market, intangible
impacts when evaluating the economic justification for large public investments in
mega-events.

Barget and Gouguet (2007) explore the economic value of sporting events, including
both market and non-market benefits. The study highlights the importance of consider-
ing externalities, both positive (e.g. social peace, local pride) and negative (e.g. hooligan-
ism, environmental impact), in determining the social utility created by sporting events.
In a case study on the Davis Cup quarterfinal between France and Germany, the authors
applied the Contingent Valuation Method (CVM) to measure non-use value. They found
that the non-use value was significant, with the total willingness to pay (WTP) for non-
use benefits, such as legacy and existence values, amounting to €322.6. Men showed a
higher WTP (€14.7) than women (€10.6). The study also found that non-use value
accounted for a large portion of the total economic benefits, underscoring the relevance
of non-market values in justifying public support for such events.

Zawadzki (2024) explores how local communities in Gdansk, Poland, value the intan-
gible social impacts of sporting events, such as well-being and urban regeneration. Using
the Contingent Valuation Method (CVM), the study measures residents’ willingness to
pay (WTP) for both mega-sporting events (MSEs), like UEFA Euro 2012, and non-
mega sporting events (NMSEs), such as the 2016 European Men’s Handball Champion-
ship and the 2017 European Men’s Volleyball Championship. The study finds that mega-
events tend to have a significantly higher average WTP compared to smaller, non-mega
events. However, despite their smaller scale, NMSEs still generate considerable social
value, especially when measured against their relatively lower costs. From an economic
standpoint, mega-events require larger investments, such as the construction of sta-
diums, but they offer fewer opportunities for recurring social benefits since they are
held less frequently than smaller events. The study suggests that smaller events are
easier to justify in terms of public spending because they can be organized more often
and still yield substantial social benefits. The author concludes that while mega-events
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provide greater aggregated social value, smaller events are more sustainable and cost-
efficient, making them a more practical option for host cities seeking to align with
local community needs. Although Zawadzki’s study included several events, these
events did not form what be could be considered an event portfolio consisting of dispa-
rate types and sizes of events, as per Ziakas (2013).

These examples highlight the broader societal and cultural benefits of singular events
as non-market assets and how CVM can be an effective tool to bring these values to light.
The question remains whether evaluative frameworks of entire event portfolios could
apply CVM as a means to create concrete points of comparison of social value.

Event portfolio assessment: gaps and opportunities

Despite the growing popularity of event portfolios, there remains a notable gap in the
literature regarding how these portfolios should be systematically assessed. Also on the
portfolio level, most studies focus on the economic impacts, leaving the social impacts
of event portfolios largely underexplored (Getz, 2013; Richards, 2017). Furthermore,
while some researchers have addressed the social impacts of singular events, there is a
lack of methodological frameworks to assess the cumulative social impacts of multiple
events over time (Wood, 2005; Ziakas, 2013).

For instance, noting a lack of consistent methodological application of economic
impact assessments, Jago and Dwyer (2006) developed a framework for the systematic
assessment of economic impacts of multiple events. Their guide provides comprehensive
instructions as to how to gauge economic value of the events in a portfolio and by exten-
sion the portfolio as a whole. Although in-depth, the framework is based on a classic
economic impact assessment methodology and does not involve social impacts.

Andersson et al. (2017) employ an approach incorporating both economic impact
assessment (tourism expenditures and cost of event infrastructure) as well as use value
through CVM to make a comprehensive assessment of an event portfolio. They use
the case study of the Sunshine Coast region in Australia to illustrate how this combi-
nation of approaches can be used to assess the risk/return ratio, or what they call ‘the
efficient frontier’, in terms of what events to maintain in a portfolio. The study’s
results on tourism expenditures and use value (WTP) to attend the four events in the
portfolio provided interesting insights as to the relative value of each event in the port-
folio. The Caloundra Music Festival had the highest WTP among residents, with an
average use-value of 244 AUD, along with a relatively high consumer surplus. In contrast,
the Mooloolaba Triathlon had a WTP of 181 AUD, though its consumer surplus was
small due to high expenditure, resulting in a low value-for-money return of just 5%.
The Noosa Long-weekend had a WTP of 170 AUD and a consumer surplus of 29
AUD, which translated into a relatively high value-for-money return of 21%. Meanwhile,
the Real Food Festival recorded the lowest WTP at 102 AUD, but it had the highest con-
sumer surplus per dollar spent at 26%, suggesting strong value for money. The authors
emphasize the importance of adopting a long-term perspective, premised on balancing
high value and low risk events with smaller, developing ones. Although this study
employs CVM in a strategic assessment of an entire portfolio, it focuses on use value
as opposed to non-use value, begging the question what the events mean for residents
that do not have a direct interest in visiting the events themselves.
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Table 1. An overview of the events included in the case study.

Approximate number of visitors,

Event Genre Frequency/season spectators or participants Target group

Potential Winter Olympics Sports  One-off/Winter 2030 Unknown International

Music festival Culture  Annual / July 20,000 unique visitors National

Youth Football Tournament  Sports  Annual / June 18,000 unique players and family International

members
Biathlon World Cup Sports  Annual / December 15,000 unique spectators International
(discontinued)

Christmas market Culture  Annual / December 22,000 unique visitors Regional

Alpine World Cup Sports  Annual / March 5000 unique spectators International

Home games local Sports ~ Weekly / autumn to 1600 unique spectators per game Local
basketball team (men) spring on average

Home games local ice- Sports ~ Weekly / autumn to 1800 unique spectators per game Local
hockey team spring on average

Home games local Sports  Weekly / autumn to 600 unique spectators per game on  Local
basketball team (women) spring average

Home games local football ~ Sports ~ Weekly / autumn to 2300 unique spectators per game  Regional
team spring on average

Mountain marathon Sports  Annual / August 3500 unique participants National

Autumn market Culture  Annual / September 30,000 unique visitors Regional

Given the relative lack of frameworks suitable for event portfolio assessment, there is a
significant opportunity to develop new methodologies that integrate CVM and non-use
value to assess social impacts. Such an approach could help policymakers in general and
portfolio planners in particular design portfolios that maximize social value and align
with the needs of local residents (Bateman et al., 2002; Noonan, 2003).

Methodology

In this study, contingent valuation was applied to assess the non-use value of twelve pro-
minent events in the region of Jamtland, Sweden. This region positions itself as an event
region, aiming at attracting both local and international audiences, focusing on sustain-
ability and community involvement to enhance the appeal and impact of its events. Con-
tingent valuation is a well-established method for estimating the value individuals place
on non-market goods, particularly in the field of environmental economics and public
good evaluation (Bateman et al., 2002; Mitchell & Carson, 1989). The method involves
asking respondents their willingness to pay (WTP) for a particular good or service
under hypothetical scenarios, allowing researchers to estimate the perceived value of
these goods even for those who do not directly use the good in question. In this case,
the aim was to gauge the social value that the Jamtland regional community residents
place on the existence of these events, regardless of their attendance, capturing the
non-use value of the regional event portfolio.

The event portfolio addressed in this study does not encompass every single event in
the region but rather represents a sample of the most prominent events in terms of size
and brand recognition. An overview of the events in question, the type of organizer and
the approximate number if visitors/participants is provided in Table 1.

To gather the necessary data, a survey was distributed to a panel of regional residents
using a survey panel company. This approach generated a representative sample of 414
responses, weighted according to gender, age and education. The sample included a
nearly equal distribution of females (212) and males (202), with participants ranging
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in age from 18 to 84 years (mean age: 52.17 years). The education levels of respondents
were varied, with 244 participants having higher education, 147 having secondary edu-
cation, and 23 with primary education. As a result of using a panel provider, the response
rate is unknown, as the survey was not sent to a predefined list but instead to a pool of
respondents managed by the panel provider.

Panel surveys, such as the one employed in this study, offer several strengths, includ-
ing the ability to access a broad and diverse group of respondents quickly and cost-effec-
tively (Hays et al., 2015). Furthermore, the use of a panel ensures that a fixed number of
responses can be collected within a specific time frame, which is valuable for maintaining
consistency in sample size and meeting research deadlines. However, one of the primary
concerns is potential bias, as panel participants may not fully represent the broader popu-
lation due to their frequent participation in surveys (Callegaro et al., 2014). Panel
members may also develop ‘survey fatigue’, leading to less thoughtful or hurried
responses, potentially affecting the quality of the data (Blom et al., 2015). Despite
these drawbacks, the use of a panel was deemed appropriate for this study given the
need to gather demographically representative responses from a geographically dispersed
population across the Jamtland region.

The survey itself was designed to elicit the non-use value of the 12 events included in
the study by asking respondents hypothetical WTP questions related to their existence.
For each event, respondents were asked to imagine a scenario in which the organizers
of current events were financially unable to stage the event again, and to specify how
much they would be willing to pay annually through a local tax to ensure the continued
existence of the event, even if they did not attend them personally. This approach pro-
vided a means to capture the indirect social benefits of the events as summarized by
the respondents into their willingness to pay for the event (Navrud & Ready, 2002).
The events in the study included nine sports events (of which four were annual tourna-
ments and competitions, four consisted of the home games of local sports teams and one
was the proposed bid for the Winter Olympics 2026) and three cultural events (consisting
of two annual markets and one annual music festival).

With the help of SPSS (Statistical Package for Social Sciences), we analyzed the data
regarding the non-use value of regional events. The variables representing the non-use
value were scaled into seven categories: 0 kr/no support, 1-20 kr, 21-50 kr, 51-100 kr,
101-200 kr, 201-500 kr, >500kr. To identify differences between demographic groups,
we applied independent ¢-test for the gender variable (women and men), and analysis
of variance for three age groups (18-30, 31-64, >65 years). The answer options ‘I
don’t know’” were excluded from the analysis. For compiling the willingness to pay for
each event, we considered those respondents who at least supported the respective
event with 1 kr.

Results

The results suggest some interesting patterns in the WTP of regional residents with
regards to different types of events. Results were divided into two principal measures:
one was the share of respondents willing to pay anything at all (labeled ‘0< WTP’), the
second was the average WTP per respondent (WTP per person). Willingness to pay at
all (0< WTP) is a valuable metric as it is indicative of the respondent’s attitude toward
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Table 2. Aggregate willingness to pay above 0.

Type of event WTP above 0
Youth Football Tournament 77%
Biathlon World Cup 71%
Christmas market 66%
Potential Winter Olympics 63%
Music festival 63%
Alpine World Cup 59%
Home games local basketball team (men) 58%
Home games local basketball team (women) 58%
Home games local ice-hockey team 55%
Home games local football team 50%
Mountain marathon 47%
Autumn market 45%

Table 3. Aggregate WTP per person per event.

Event WTP per person
Potential Winter Olympics 110 kr
Music festival 88 kr
Youth Football Tournament 85 kr
Biathlon World Cup 81 kr
Christmas market 75 kr
Home games local basketball team (men) 49 kr
Alpine World Cup 48 kr
Home games local ice-hockey team 45 kr
Home games local basketball team (women) 44 kr
Home games local football team 43 kr
Mountain marathon 27 kr
Autumn market 26 kr

public funding of an event. Average WTP meanwhile, indicates the aggregate social value
of each event in the eyes of the regional residents.

Both of these metrics are important, the reasoning being that even lowly valued events
(in terms of average WTP) still can enjoy broad public support in that many people still
might want to contribute something in terms of public support (share of ‘willingness to
pay above 0’ residents). Meanwhile, some events might enjoy a high average WTP
amongst regional residents but a lower share of regional residents who think the event
should receive public support at all.

Table 2 illustrates the general attitude toward public support of the twelve events by
showing the percentage of regional residents who are willing to pay anything above 0 SEK
(kr) toward public support of each event. The highest degree of public support is enjoyed
by the Youth Football Tournament and the Biathlon World Cup whereas the lowest rates
of support were found to be connected to the mountain marathon and the autumn
market.

Table 3 shows the total valuation of each event in terms of the average WTP per
regional resident. The highest average valuation was enjoyed by a potential winter Olym-
pics (that was being bid for at the time of the data collection), followed by the music fes-
tival. The mountain marathon and the autumn market are located at the bottom of the
list also for this metric.

Whereas the aggregate impacts illustrate the total value of each event for the regional
population, this leaves questions with regards to how this value is underpinned by
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different demographic groups. Figures 1-4 indicate group differences with regards to
both willingness to pay above 0 and WTP per person as according to gender and age.
Statistically significant group differences are highlighted in each table.
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Figure 1 shows the share of regional residents with a positive attitude toward public
support of the events, as indicated by a willingness to pay above 0. The figure displays
group differences between women and men. The table indicates that women tend to
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have a more positive attitude toward the public support of events (in 11 out of 12 events),
with especially large differences found in the Biathlon World Cup (13% diff), the Alpine
World Cup (14% diff) and the Youth Football Tournament (13% diff). The only event
where men were more favorably inclined toward public support was the home games
for the local ice hockey team,

Figure 2 shows the share of regional residents with a positive attitude toward public
support of the events, as indicated by a willingness to pay above 0 SEK. This figure displays
group differences between three age groups, namely 18-30-year-olds, 31-64-year-olds, and
64-year-olds and up. The figure indicates that the youngest age group generally is more in
favor of public support of events, having the highest share of willingness to pay above 0 of
all age groups, being most supportive of public support for 9 out of 12 events. The biggest
differences could be found for the Christmas market where the youngest group displayed a
26% difference willingness to pay above 0 in relation to the second largest 64 < age group,
the autumn market where the youngest group displayed a 25% gap to the 31-64 age group,
or the music festival, where the youngest group had 21% gap to the 31-64 age group.

Figure 3 shows the WTP of regional residents toward the events, as indicated by the
average WTP per person as displayed in Swedish Kronor (SEK). The figure displays
group differences between women and men in this metric. Results indicate that
women tend to have a higher WTP on average, valuing 7 out of 12 events higher than
the men in the region. Meanwhile, the largest singular gap in WTP between the two
groups was found in the home games of the local football team, where men were
willing to pay 28 SEK more than women on average. It should be noted that the
events where men displayed a higher WTP exclusively consisted of the elite sports
teams’ home games as well as a potential Winter Olympics.

Figure 4 shows the WTP of regional residents toward the events, as indicated by the
average WTP per person as displayed in Swedish Kronor (SEK). The figure displays
group differences between the three aforementioned age groups on this metric (18-30,
31-64, and 64<). Results indicate that sports events are especially valuable to the older
segment of the population. Meanwhile, the youngest segment saw a greater WTP with
regards to the cultural events consisting of the autumn and Christmas markets as well
as the music festival.

Discussion

The results of the study suggest that CVM is a viable tool for assessing the social value of
event portfolios. By eliciting both the proportion of respondents willing to pay anything
at all (indicated by a willingness to pay above 0 SEK) and the average WTP per person, we
were able to capture both the general support for public funding and the specific mon-
etary value residents place on each event. This dual approach aligns with previous
research advocating for the use of CVM to measure non-use values in public goods
assessment (Bateman et al., 2002; Noonan, 2003). The application of non-use value is sig-
nificant, as it encompasses the benefits residents derive from the mere existence of events,
even if they do not directly participate. This addresses the challenge highlighted by Fred-
line et al. (2003) Wood (2006), Brown et al. (2015) and Wallstam (2022) regarding the
difficulty in defining and measuring social impacts in a manner that is somewhat univer-
sally applicable.
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Although few points of comparison exist, the findings indicate that the regional event
portfolio holds substantial social value for local residents when compared to similar
studies. On average, the events in the study had 59% of the sample willing to pay
above 0, and an average WTP of 60kr (= 6€). By comparison, Andersson et al., 2012
found the average WTP of a major music festival in Gothenburg to be €8 euros with
42% of respondents being willing to pay above 0. Considering that Gothenburg is a
major urban hub and that the event in question is perhaps Sweden’s largest, this high-
lights the importance of events to the community residents in the region of Jamtland.

High levels of willingness to pay, both in terms of average WTP and the proportion of
residents willing to pay in the first place, suggest that events play a significant role in fos-
tering community cohesion, identity, and well-being. This supports the assertions of
authors such as Getz (2008) and Ziakas (2013), that event portfolios contribute to
long-term, sustainable benefits by maintaining continuous community engagement
and enhancing place attractiveness. This collective valuation underscores the importance
of non-use values to capture the full spectrum of social benefits provided by event
portfolios.

The relative social value of individual events

Analyzing the relative social value of individual events reveals important nuances in com-
munity preferences. The potential Winter Olympics and the music festival topped the list
in terms of average WTP per person. The high valuation of the Winter Olympics aligns
with the findings of Atkinson et al. (2008), who reported substantial non-use value
associated with mega-events due to national pride and anticipated legacy benefits. Simi-
larly, the strong valuation of the music festival echoes the work of Andersson et al. (2012),
highlighting the cultural significance residents place on large-scale cultural events. Con-
versely, the mountain marathon and the autumn market consistently received the lowest
valuations in both willingness to pay metrics. This suggests a lesser perceived importance
or relevance of these events to the general populace, indicating potential areas for reeva-
luation or strategic enhancement. But WTP does not paint a full picture. For instance, the
Youth Football Tournament and the Biathlon World Cup enjoyed the highest degrees of
public support, reflecting their alignment with community interests and values. Conver-
sely, the potential Winter Olympics that scored highly in terms of WTP, landed on a
shared fourth place in terms of public support, suggesting that whilst it was valued
highly amongst supporters of the event, it does not seem to be as in line with community
values. As with WTP, the lower public support of the autumn market and the mountain
marathon suggest that these events are not perceived as socially valuable in the sense that
the ones higher up the list are.

Demographic influences on social valuation

Understanding demographic differences enhances the granularity of our assessment.
Gender differences were evident, with women generally exhibiting a more positive atti-
tude toward public support for events, as indicated by higher willingness to pay above
zero in 11 out of 12 events. Significant differences were observed in events like the Biath-
lon World Cup and the Youth Football Tournament. Men, on the other hand, showed
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higher average WTP for elite sports events, such as the home games of the local football
team and the potential Winter Olympics. This aligns with the suggestion by Ziakas and
Costa (2011) that event portfolios should cater to diverse preferences to maximize social
impact.

Age differences also played a significant role. The youngest age group (18-30) showed
a relatively high WTP and support for public funding of cultural events like the music
festival and markets. Older residents (64 and above) placed higher social value on
sports events. These patterns again highlight the importance of a diversified event port-
folio that appeals to various age groups, supporting Richards’s (2015) emphasis on inclu-
sivity in event planning.

Informing future event portfolio planning and policy development

The application of CVM and the insights gained from non-use value assessments could
have significant implications for future event portfolio planning and policy development.
Firstly, resource allocation can be optimized by prioritizing funding for events with high
public support and WTP valuation, such as the Youth Football Tournament and the
potential Winter Olympics, respectively. These events are likely to deliver substantial
social benefits and resonate deeply with the community in two different ways. The
Youth Football Tournament, enjoying extensive public support, has likely cemented
itself as a corner stone of community life in the region, supporting youth and by exten-
sion regional residents who recognize the importance of activating youth in constructive
activities. The potential Winter Olympics, whilst not as integral to a functioning commu-
nity, instead demonstrates high experience, pride and entertainment values. It demon-
strates that residents, whilst not as numerous, are willing to pay a premium to be a
part of an event of such magnitude, with all the economic and social opportunities it
brings. These two events are extreme examples but show how CVM can help to identify
social value in two general categories, both of which can inform policy in complementary
ways. A sustainable events policy should ideally accommodate both events that enjoy
some degree of support from many residents, but also events that are valued highly on
average.

Secondly, the varying preferences across demographics underscore the need for a
balanced mix of events. Including sports, cultural, and community events can enhance
overall community satisfaction, aligning with Chalip’s (2004) notion of sustaining desti-
nation attractiveness through diverse offerings. Thirdly, events with low public support
and/or WTP social value may require redesign or marketing enhancements to better
align with community interests, consistent with Wood’s (2005) recommendation for
ongoing assessment and adaptation of event strategies. Finally, demographic insights
enable more effective marketing and engagement strategies. For instance, efforts to
increase the appeal of sports events to younger audiences or promoting cultural events
among older residents can broaden support bases.

Conclusion

This study sought to address a critical gap in the assessment of social impacts associated
with event portfolios by applying Contingent Valuation Methods (CVM) to multiple
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events, with a focus on non-use value. By evaluating the willingness to pay (WTP) of
regional residents for twelve prominent events, we sought to quantify both the collective
social value of the event portfolio and the relative importance of individual events
within it.

The findings offer a number of insights into how CVM can be utilized to assess social
value, the perceptions of local inhabitants regarding the event portfolio, and how these
insights can inform future event planning and policy development.

Both WTP and WTP above zero shed light on resident sentiments toward the events
in the portfolio. Perhaps more importantly, the study accentuates the relative value of
each event in the portfolio in relation to each other. When combined with group differ-
ences across basic demographic divides, the results give a rich picture of what types of
events provide value and for whom. In doing so, the study shows how CVM can be
used to provide actionable insights for policymakers and event managers. Whilst non-
use value has been applied to events before, it has to our knowledge never been used
on an event portfolio basis. By demonstrating the applicability of CVM to event portfo-
lios, we contribute a methodological framework that addresses the critical gap in social
impact assessment. The insights gained can inform strategic planning, ensuring that
event portfolios are aligned with community preferences and thereby deliver as much
social value as possible. Recognizing and accommodating diverse demographic prefer-
ences will enhance the sustainable development of regions, ultimately contributing to
community cohesion, identity, and well-being.

These results have practical implications for policy development, community engage-
ment, and strategic planning. Policymakers should consider incorporating CVM assess-
ments into regular evaluation cycles to inform funding decisions and policy formulation.
The active involvement of residents in evaluative efforts would likely also serve to
strengthen the sense of ownership of and support for, efforts to develop the regional
event portfolio. For example, by integrating this non-use method into event strategies,
destination policymakers would not only learn more about the value of their events,
but also strengthen goodwill and trust with the local stakeholders who are surveyed.
Finally, event managers can also use demographic insights to tailor events and marketing
strategies, ensuring broad community appeal, optimizing social impact in the process. By
integrating these data into policy practice, destinations would arguably be better
equipped to shape their event portfolios to serve as effective catalysts for community
development.

Limitations and future research

While the study provides valuable insights, several limitations warrant consideration.
The reliance on self-reported willingness to pay may be influenced by hypothetical
bias, where respondents might overstate or understate their true willingness to pay.
Future studies could incorporate validation techniques, such as certainty scales or real
payment mechanisms, to enhance accuracy. Our focus on non-use value provides a
meaningful measure of social impact but does not provide a detailed understanding of
the types of social value subsets that the non-use value consists of. Complementary
social impact scales or mixed-method approaches incorporating qualitative data could
provide a more holistic understanding. For example, WTPs for different respondent
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groups can be related to different response patterns on social impact indicators such as
pride, quality of life, sense of community or social capital, in order to identify what
specific values underpin the WTP in different demographic segments (Wallstam et al.,
2020; Wallstam & Kronenberg, 2022). Additionally, the findings are context-specific to
the region studied. Replicating the study in different regions or with different event port-
folios would strengthen the generalizability and applicability of the methodology.

Secondly, the study sample is a reflection of the regional population, most of which
reside in and around the regional capital Ostersund. As some of the events being
studied are further away from the capital than others, it is probable that some degree
of geographical bias are built into the valuations. Events taking place in or around Oster-
sund could therefore be valued higher as a product of this bias. The mountain marathon,
the autumn market and the alpine world cup are arguably affected by this fact. Geo-
graphical bias is an interesting aspect to event portfolio evaluation that should be
explored further, not least in regional and national contexts.

Future research could explore the long-term social legacies of event portfolios, the role
of resident participation in event planning, and the interplay between economic and
social valuations. Further investigations into the effects of marketing and communication
strategies on willingness to pay could also provide valuable information for event orga-
nizers. Perhaps most critically, follow up research on the policymaker perspective on
CVM as a policy tool should be conducted to assess the feasibility of the method in oper-
ative contexts.
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