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AN IMPACT EVALUATION FRAMEWORK:
LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMUNITY FESTIVALS

EMMA H. WOOD

UK Centre of Event Management, Leeds Metropolitan University, Leeds, UK

This article brings together the author’s previous research and consultancy along with a review of literature
from several disciplines to develop a framework that summarizes the concepts, methods, and processes
required to successfully evaluate the impacts of local government community festivals. Events and festivals
are a relatively underresearched area but have experienced a growing amount of public sector expenditure.
The framework developed and presented here is in response to the need to encourage greater evaluation of
this activity and in doing so recognize the complexity of the process. The impacts of many such festivals are
diverse (economic, social, environmental), far reaching (local, national, international), and long term. The
evaluation of these impacts, therefore, requires an understanding of the concepts involved and the develop-
ment of a range of tools and methods. The proposed framework is informed by the empirical research, theory,
and practice in the areas of information systems, marketing communications, event studies, and public sec-
tor evaluation. Bringing together these distinct but related fields of study has enabled the development of a
comprehensive and novel approach to event impact evaluation.
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Introduction and Context greater research and understanding of the conceptual

and practical issues relating to holistic event impact

The growing interest in evaluating the economic and
social impacts of local authority provision of festivals
and events has been partly led by the increasing need
for openness and transparency within local govern-
ment spending and the requirement to demonstrate a
return on the use of public funds. This is illustrated, for
example, by the need to conform to government direc-
tives related to performance measurement such as the
“best value” and “strategic added value” frameworks
(Liddle, 1999). The other main driver has been recog-
nition in the academic literature that there is a need for

evaluation (Sherwood, Jago, & Deery, 2000). These
calls for research emanate largely from Australia and
the US, where there has traditionally been a greater
amount of event management research driven mainly
by the recent hosting of large-scale events such as the
Olympics. Several studies have shown that not only
are the wider impacts of events and festivals still not
understood, but that also the practice of impact evalu-
ation lacks consistency and comprehensiveness for a
wide range of events (Carlsen, Getz, & Soutar, 2001;
Sherwood et al., 2000). This is further evidenced with-
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in Marcouiller’s (1995) research, which concludes that
promoting and hosting festivals and special events can
be a good community development strategy but may
have limited effectiveness as an economic develop-
ment strategy.

The terms “events” and “festivals” encompass a
wide variety of occurrences ranging from large-scale
international sporting events to village fetes. The fo-
cus of this article, however, is those festivals that are
community based and have some level of local gov-
ernment involvement. Whereas events tend to be de-
fined very broadly as any type of planned happening or
occurrence (Getz, 2002), festivals are more often un-
derstood as events that incorporate some aspect of cel-
ebration (Getz, 2005; Goldblatt & Nelson, 2001; Jani-
skee, 1980). A festival is described as a public themed
celebration that should be by and for the public (Getz,
2005). In this definition the term festival describes
non-private sector events and starts to suggest the im-
portance of community within festival provision. In-
deed, Falassi (1987, p. 2) states that the social function
and the symbolic meaning of the festival are closely
related to a series of overt values that the community
recognizes as essential to its ideology and worldview,
to its social identity, its historical continuity, and to its
physical survival, which is ultimately what the festival
celebrates. A festival, therefore, must involve the idea
of community in some form and encompass a celebra-
tion of some aspect of this community.

As the focus of the evaluation framework is on local
government community-based festivals it is important
to discuss the term community as it relates to events.
Although, within sociology, community is defined in
terms of interactions rather than locality, others in the
fields of tourism, social geography, health, and arts
have tended to move to broader definitions. Commu-
nities can therefore be defined by geography, shared
interest, or characteristic or collective action (Green &
South, 2006; Hall & Richards, 2003). Blaug, Horner,
Kenyon, and Lekhi (2006) identify that communities
are often defined by geographical location, communi-
ties of interest, shared values, or levels of attachment,
but recognize that rightly or wrongly policy makers
focus on the importance of place as this links more
readily to local service provision, areas of deprivation,
etc. Although this is the case in public sector provi-
sion of community festivals (due to the geographical
boundaries inherent within local government), within
these boundaries the other integrating factors of shared

interests, history, or characteristics are also recognized
as being important in community definition, depend-
ing upon the particular festival being considered.

The existence of communities, and therefore commu-
nity festivals to some extent, are seen as a means to an
end within local and national government policy. For ex-
ample, community cohesion is seen as preventing civic
unrest and exclusion, and community pride is believed
to reduce crime levels. It is therefore important that fes-
tival evaluations interpret and define community within
the context of the event. As in other areas of community
projects and initiatives, active community participation
in the event suggests the need for participation in the
evaluation (Beattie, 1995; Springett, 2001).

The levels of participation in the festival by both
the community and the local authority can be used to
create the beginnings of a typology of local govern-
ment community events (Fig. 1). This ranges from
festivals located within a community and approved
by local government (i.e., very little involvement by
either) to those that are created, organized, and partici-
pated in by both. For the purpose of this study, a local
government community festival requires at least the
support of local government and the attendance of lo-
cal community members. This leaves a range of levels
of involvement but ensures the inclusion of all those
festivals where evaluation (and impacts) will be of im-
portance to both parties.

The proliferation of community festivals and the
growth of local government intervention in these is
seen by Long and Robinson (2004) as stemming partly
from a lack of traditional events/history to bring ev-
eryone together and an increase in population diver-
sity and mobility. They argue that community festivals
serve to help create a shared identity in areas where
population changes and increased mobility can lead
to a lack of stability and continuity. However, these
festivals that are ostensibly by and for the community
are increasingly exposed to the tourist glare and must
therefore function with changing audiences, social ob-
jectives, and often new global pressures. Festivals are
therefore “occasions by which a local community can
legitimise, establish, display or embellish its collective
identity and provide the tourist with the opportunity to
temporarily confront and engage with aspects of “oth-
erness’ expressed in the context of celebration” (Long
& Robinson, 2004, p. 8).

Over the last few decades there appears to have been
a period of unchecked growth in the use of festivals by
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Figure 1. Local government and community festival involvement.

local authorities (the bandwagon effect), suggesting
that these festivals are often staged with insufficient
planning, strategy, and forethought (Pugh & Wood,
2004; Thomas & Wood, 2003). This highlights the
need to develop tools and techniques that are theoreti-
cally sound as well as practically relevant in order to
encourage planning and strategy within this area and
increase the effectiveness of expenditure on festivals
and events related to carefully developed objectives.

In pursuing these research interests it is now neces-
sary to place less emphasis on, the well-established,
economic impact of events. This is in line with the
growing recognition by the arts and events sectors
that more substantial benefits can be demonstrated
through the inclusion of social impacts within service
evaluation frameworks. Indeed, other authors have
repeatedly called for less emphasis on economic im-
pacts and management of the event and more focus on
events and community, people, and the environment
(Carlsen et al., 2001; Getz, 2000; Harris, Jago, Allen,
& Huyskens, 2001). This should not lead to the ex-
clusion of economic impact but the development of a
more rounded and multidimensional approach.

There is a growing amount of literature, within tour-
ism economics, arts and culture, and event studies,
that considers impact analyses and covers economic,
social, cultural, and environmental impacts (see, e.g.,
Matheson, 2004; Stone, 2001; Vaughan, Farr, & Slee,
2000). However, most of this literature (with the ex-
ception of economic impact research) relates to theo-
retical constructs within these sectors, with very little
empirical testing.

The public sector departments responsible for event
provision tend to have limited resources in terms of
funding, time, and some areas of staff expertise. This
is to be expected in small private sector firms but is,
perhaps, more surprising in local government where
the events department is part of a much larger organi-
zation (Thomas & Wood, 2003; Wood, 2002a, 2006a).
However, it appears that, despite the resources of the
larger organization, many departments operate in rela-
tive isolation with their own budgets and limited use of
shared resources such as organization-wide informa-
tion systems (Bolton, 2003; Boyett, 1996; McAdam
& Reid, 2000). Indeed, the unsettled environment of
much of the last 20 years in the public sector, continu-
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ous reallocation of public expenditure, and devolution
of resource ownership to unit level accompanied by
the opening up of much provision to market forces has
led to greater similarities with the private sector and an
increase in entrepreneurial type activities within some
public sector areas (Boyett, 1996).

Public Sector Event Provision:
Strategy, Analysis, and Evaluation

The debate as to whether the public sector should be
more “business-like” and be answerable to its custom-
ers continues within much of the public sector mar-
keting literature (Cousins, 1990; McAdam & Reid,
2000; Smith & Saker, 1992; Walsh, 1994) and in some
part supports the premise, above, that local govern-
ment departments have much in common with small
private sector firms. However, despite the similarities,
vital differences exist in that the public sector is ac-
countable to the citizen and the electorate rather than
to the customer (although these may well be the same
person) (Worrall, Collinge, & Bill, 1998). Although
their resource constraints may be similar, their goals,
levels of accountability, and raison-d’étre are funda-
mentally different. Any evaluation of performance has
political connotations but these can be both greater
and more sensitive within the public sector (Hamble-
ton & Thomas, 1995). Any form of policy analysis,
including event impact analysis, therefore has to take
account of these factors (Yanov, 2000). These aspects
are incorporated within the framework, presented to-
wards the end of this article, through recognition of
the different levels of “stakeholders” and the variety of
objectives that may exist that are not always explicitly
stated or shared by these stakeholders.

A recent national survey of local government event
provision shows that public sector events provision is
located within a variety of departments ranging from
marketing and regeneration to leisure and tourism. To
some extent this reflects the main objectives of the
events provided and the level of strategic planning that
goes into them (Thomas & Wood, 2003). However, re-
gardless of their structural location, the fact that they
are initiated, produced, and/or managed by local gov-
ernment creates a number of challenges, opportunities,
and constraints.

Most event departments responding to the 2003 sur-
vey did not set clear objectives for their festival pro-
grams and, partly as a consequence, did not undertake

any meaningful evaluation (Thomas & Wood, 2003).
A more focused study within London Borough Coun-
cils confirmed this nonstrategic use of events (Pugh &
Wood, 2004). Through undertaking projects in festival
evaluation (Blackburn Fiesta, Arts in the Park, Black-
burn Mela, Preston Mela, Saltaire Festival) it became
clear that there were a number of reasons for the lack
of strategic planning. One was limited time and money
and the other was a vicious circle relating to evalua-
tion and objectives (an event without objectives can-
not be easily evaluated and objectives for future events
need to be based on past event evaluations). It appears,
therefore, that the public sector is funding and orga-
nizing a large number and type of events (Jago, 2004;
Sherwood et al., 2005) but with little information re-
garding what they can and do achieve. Their account-
ability to the citizen is therefore limited in this respect
and is an area that needs to be addressed.

This lack of evaluation may, in part, be due to the
perceived cost of evaluation when compared to the
budget for the event; however, it is proposed here that
meaningful evaluation on a minimal budget can be
achieved and that the benefits of such evaluation, if
used appropriately, far outweigh the costs.

For example, public sector organizations accumulate
large volumes of information covering many aspects
of the society they serve. This information tends to be
comprehensive, longitudinal (or at least collected over
decades), and generally accurate (Hadi & McBride,
2000). However, although knowledge management
is well accepted within the public sector (McAdam &
Reid, 2000), other studies have found that much of the
information is collected within disparate systems, is
operationally (rather than strategically) focused, and
that sharing is limited due to departmental barriers and
subcultures (Hackney & McBride, 2004). The exist-
ing resource of information and systems to manage it
can therefore only be tapped into through extending a
culture of sharing and transparency and then it can be
augmented through thorough and ongoing event im-
pact evaluation.

The need for transparency, to provide evidence
of value, and to ensure the achievement of longer
term objectives in the public sector means that there
is an even greater need for reliable, applicable, and,
to some extent, standardized measurement tools and
techniques. These need to be practical and require
minimal resources yet generate sufficient objective,
guantifiable, and comparable data (Wood, Robinson,
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& Thomas, 2006). This article presents the develop-
ment of a specific impact evaluation framework from a
theoretical basis making use of workable tools, unique
scales, and an overall methodology that is suitable for
the specific needs of local government and community
festival planners. Although this framework provides a
holistic view of community festival impacts, there is
still much work to do on developing a wider range of
methods suitable for assessing many of the impacts.

Impacts of Community Festivals:
Recognizing the Potential

Impacts are, in effect, all outcomes (planned or
otherwise). The objectives set for a festival will there-
fore be closely related to these and should be planned
for, measured, and evaluated. As it is unlikely that all
the potential impacts of a festival will be measured,
clear objectives are needed to help focus the evalu-
ation resources. These can be in terms of both ben-
efits and costs, for example, to increase community
participation in cultural activities; to limit the parking
problems associated with the event. Too often, though,
the impacts are thought of as side effects that need to
be recognized but are beyond the control of the event
planner. This is particularly true of those impacts that
do not have a direct economic cost or benefit.

Over the last 10 years there has been a marked
increase in research aiming to identify the potential
impacts of all types of events and more recently the
emphasis has begun to move away from the economic
impact models adopted from the tourism literature
towards the identification and investigation of social
impacts (e.g., Fredline, Jago, & Deery, 2003; Small,
Edwards, & Sheridan, 2005). These impacts are often
more marked for community festivals and are more
closely related to the original objectives of the event.
Although a return on investment is more acceptably
measured in financial terms, any real community gain
is often through the more intangible impacts relating to
community, society, and culture. This has been identi-
fied through trialing a range of evaluation techniques
covering potential social benefits. In the majority of
cases these were found to be substantial in comparison
to the direct economic impacts.

Festivals organized and/or funded by local govern-
ment and participated in and attended by the local com-
munity can be seen as communication vehicles, and
viewing them as such helps to clarify their objectives

and, therefore, their potential impacts. These range from
promoting a general “feel good” factor in the communi-
ty, through celebration and entertainment, to promoting
pride in the region, acceptance of cultures, community
cohesion, a feeling of belonging, and more active citi-
zenship (Derrett, 2002; Quinn, 2005; Richards & Wil-
son, 2004). Local government festivals, therefore, can
promote the area, the local culture and subcultures, par-
ticipation in arts, sport, and education, and encourage a
positive attitude to the event provider, the council.
Although there has been a growth in social/cultural
impact analysis there is very little standardization and
the main areas of study tend to involve large-scale
sports events. Sherwood et al. (2005) advocate a holis-
tic triple bottom line approach, which is standardized as
in other areas of the tourism industry and wider busi-
ness contexts. However, community festivals with pub-
lic sector involvement require evaluation and assess-
ment methods specific to their resources and objectives.
Indeed, every impact evaluation should be tailored to
the objectives of those events. The issue for this type
of event is more likely to lie in recognizing the poten-
tial of such festivals and then in using this potential to
produce events that meet clearly articulated and mea-
surable objectives. This creates a positive cycle based
on the measurement of objectives that then informs the
creation of future events. Currently, festivals are often
hosted with ill-thought-out objectives, which are then
not assessed, leaving evaluation to the basics of atten-
dance counts, questionable economic impact measures,
and assessment of the functional aspects of the event
(Pugh & Wood, 2004; Thomas & Wood, 2003).
Current practice within local government festival
provision shows a lack of holistic evaluation. In Aus-
tralia a scrutiny of 84 government agency event assess-
ments found that the rhetoric of “triple bottom line” is
being ignored and the focus is essentially economic
with no attempt to integrate assessments into a more
holistic format (Sherwood et al., 2005). In the UK, a
survey of local authorities showed even less evalua-
tion taking place. Indeed, many departments did not
undertake any type of evaluation and those that did fo-
cused on attendance figures, participant feedback, and
attendee satisfaction (Thomas & Wood, 2003).

Methodological Development

A thorough understanding of the impacts of com-
munity events and the development of ways to evalu-
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ate and measure these could not be achieved without
embracing a range of methods and techniques. These
are needed to take greater account of the views and
opinions of the people involved.

Quantitative methods have been used successfully
through the development of survey instruments to
measure the economic and social impacts of events
but that fit the needs of local authority departments in
terms of simplicity, robustness, and ease of analysis
(Wood, 2004a, 2006b). Previous client-led research
initially focused on economic impact on the local
community but through discussion this was extended
to include social impacts. These client-driven projects
favored quantitative closed questions and large sam-
ples, as these were seen as providing “hard data” by
the clients. However, whenever possible it was recom-
mended that these were combined with further qualita-
tive data (e.g., from resident panels) in order to give a
deeper understanding of the complexities of these im-
pacts rather than merely measuring them. The research
conducted for Blackburn with Darwen Marketing and
Regeneration Department involved a conceptual and
practical framework developed and tested at two of
their community events. Although this framework was
subsequently refined through further development of
the methods it was seen as already improving the lev-
els of decision making within local authority events
departments. The largely quantitative methods used
at Blackburn with Darwen were improved upon and
extended for Preston Mela and included a discussion
forum with key stakeholders to refine and further un-
derstand the quantitative findings (Wood & Thomas,
2003).

In order to assess the social impacts of local public
sector community festivals a method was needed to
measure and compare these factors before and after
each festival. This type of instrument is fraught with
difficulties as it requires a form of social experiment
and, therefore, the exclusion of other contributing vari-
ables. Despite these difficulties previous studies have
successfully used multi-item scales to measure a range
of attitudes, beliefs, and feelings and it was felt that
these could be adapted (from the marketing research
and marketing communication fields) to fit the needs
of event impact measurement. With this end in mind,
a multi-item quantitative scale was developed to mea-
sure the impact of community festivals on the factor
defined as “civic pride.” This initially required select-
ing items that would reliably define and measure this

concept and then decisions on how best to administer
such a scale in order to determine changes in the con-
struct (civic pride) related to the hosting of an event.
The scale was then developed, tested, and refined
through application at three festivals (Blackburn Arts
in the Park, Blackburn Fiesta, and Saltaire Festival).
In all cases the refined scales had construct and con-
tent validity and reliability (tested through comparison
with qualitative statements and the use of Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient). The application of the measure be-
fore and after the events were held, therefore, gave
a reliable measure of changes in civic pride over the
period. However, it is with greater difficulty that any
changes can be directly attributed to the hosting of the
event. The changes attributable to the event need to
be followed up through other research methods, which
attempt to discover the reasons for any change. De-
spite these difficulties, it did appear that events held in
areas of generally low civic pride have the propensity
to impact positively upon this and a program of sus-
tained events can help ensure that this change is main-
tained in the longer term (Wood, 2002b). However, in
areas where civic pride is already high such festivals
are unlikely to make a significant difference and may,
indeed, result in lower levels for some members of the
community who perceive the event as “not for them”
(Wood & Thomas, 2006). This type of scale forms
part of the recommended framework for event impact
evaluation but it is recognized that further research is
required to develop and test similar scales for the other
social impacts identified.

Although unique and with high statistical validity
(i.e., they accurately measure the concept in ques-
tion), a bank of quantitative scales is not sufficient to
measure and understand the complexities of the so-
cial impacts of events. Complementary methods are
needed such as discussion forums, resident panels, and
Web-based communities. Discussion forums are used
to better understand and explain the findings from the
quantitative surveys by presenting these findings to a
group from the host community. This group is likely
to include organizers, community leaders, sponsors,
local businesses, and participants. The measures pro-
vided by the quantitative research, which can only de-
scribe feelings, behavior, and actions, are therefore en-
hanced by explanation and deeper understanding. This
may lead to additional research and/or the refinement
of the findings. Resident panels provide a barometer
of attitudes, feelings, and behavior and can be a useful
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addition to any longitudinal research into the longer
term effects of an event program. The creation of Web-
based communities can provide a risk free and focused
discussion of issues relating to the events with partici-
pants and comments easily monitored, recorded, and
analyzed by the researcher.

The use of a range of quantitative and qualitative
techniques to build up a full picture of the impacts of
events is a cornerstone within the evaluation frame-
work. Impacts cannot be evaluated with one or two
simple methods or measures but need to encompass a
range of complementary techniques that individually
are simple to administer but when brought together
form a comprehensive and meaningful evaluation of
these complex phenomena.

The techniques developed partly use a staged ap-
proach where the analysis of one set of data is used
to generate and refine others. However, a vital aspect
of the impact evaluation framework is a holistic view
of the impacts, which is only gained by synthesizing
data from the numerous sources (Wood, 2004b). Each
data set is therefore analyzed and interpreted and the
interpretation considered alongside others. Through
this process the understanding of the data is refined
and the interpretations triangulated and synthesized.
The resulting holistic analysis provides a much more
robust and reliable interpretation than the analysis of
any single aspect of the process.

Although the concepts and techniques developed
through the research are aimed at encouraging the
objective and unbiased evaluation of event impacts,
political agendas can and will drive the focus of these
measurements and influence the interpretation and use
of the findings. This can already be seen in the applica-
tion of the techniques by a number of agencies (con-
tract research) where the outcome was “known” to
some degree before the data were gathered and in the
selection of which findings to make public or empha-
size. Indeed, in his discussion of evaluation research,
within the text “Real World Research,” Robson (2002)
stresses the inevitable “politics of evaluation” and the
greater need, therefore, for “meticulous attention to the
design and conduct of the study, and to ensuring the le-
gitimate concerns of gatekeepers have been taken into
account” (p. 212). These criteria can be incorporated
through the identification of “agendas” prior to the re-
search being undertaken and through maintaining an
open dialogue with interested parties before, during
and after the research.

Despite the drawbacks of client-funded research
these projects have provided valuable data and through
recognition and reflection on their limitations and po-
tential biases they are a valuable addition to the whole
body of event impact research. In order for this to hap-
pen, the researcher needs to be able to have access to
and permission to use the resulting data more com-
prehensively than is required by the client or indeed
to collect additional data alongside the client-driven
requirements. This then creates the opportunity to un-
dertake further analysis, comparisons, and criticism,
which may not necessarily be in the client’s interests.
However, the process is facilitated by the more open
nature of the public sector and the need for transpar-
ency in local government. The management culture,
therefore, tends to be less secretive and more open
to sharing of information and good (or bad) practice
than in the private sector. Indeed, kudos is to be gained
through demonstrating publicly that objective evalua-
tion of services is being undertaken and academic-led
research can provide the gravitas needed for this.

As much of the contract research undertaken has re-
quired the participation of the client in the evaluation
of services provided (the events), the research meth-
odology could be described as participatory research.
This type of research adds promotion and change to
the traditional research purposes of description, under-
standing, and explanation (Robson, 2002) with a view
to promoting organizational change and development
through collaboration of researcher and researched
(Argyris, Putham, & MacLain-Smith, 1985; Wilkin-
son, 1996). Festival evaluation research often involves
practitioners and is undertaken with a view to improv-
ing their understanding of event impacts and their
application and use of evaluation of those impacts.
Through the application of these measures improve-
ments can be made and the techniques refined.

The issues discussed above summarize the method-
ological issues encountered in public sector festival
evaluation. Understanding can only be gained through
using a variety of research methods and recognizing
the importance and value of collecting diverse data in
order to study the complex social issues involved. Re-
search in the “real” social world needs to be flexible
and inventive and, in order to have any validity, needs
to be triangulated and supported through techniques
that are at times composite, iterative, or longitudinal in
nature. This, of course, suggests a complexity and re-
source intensity that may not sit particularly well with
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public sector practitioners. The challenge has there-
fore been to make these techniques accessible to those
who can benefit from their use while maintaining their
integrity and usefulness.

A Strategic Framework for Local Government
Community Festival Evaluation

Although much of the research in event impact
analysis began with studying the economic impacts
(and for larger scale events the focus is still on the
economic) using methods developed in tourism eco-
nomics, there has been a gradual change in emphasis
in the new millennium.

Research into quantifying the social impacts of
events has undoubtedly increased over the last 5 years
with papers on scale development by myself and Fred-
line, Jago, and Deery appearing at the 2001 Event
Management Conference in Sydney and building on
the earlier seminal work of Delamere (1997). Other
researchers have also taken up the challenge and this
was highlighted further by the 2005 “Beyond Econom-
ic Impacts” conference hosted by Napier University
and the more recent paper trialing further measures of
sociocultural impact by Small et al. (2005). However,
there is still much to do in firstly convincing organiz-
ers and funders that social impacts are as important
(and for some events more important) than economic
measures and secondly in developing robust, flexible,
and practical methods for measuring such impacts.
My argument is not for a standardized set of question-
naires but for a standardized framework for develop-
ing, administering, and using impact evaluation. This
framework will help researchers and practitioners to
better envisage the potential impacts of local govern-
ment community festivals from all stakeholder per-
spectives and illustrate the most appropriate ways for
evaluating such impacts and then using the evaluation
to inform future decisions. The framework will also
move forward the economic/social impact debate pro-
viding a platform from which all potential impacts can
be better understood.

Although, as stated earlier, much research already
exists in the field of economic impact measurement,
many of the original tools used within this have been
criticized over the years and have been adapted, not al-
ways successfully, from wider measures of tourism im-
pacts (Carlsen, 2004; Jones, 2001; Tassipoulos, 2000).
For example, the use of multipliers greatly affects the

outcome of any economic impact assessment and yet
there is little standardization or agreement on which
multipliers, if any, to use (Crompton, Lee, & Schus-
ter, 2001; Crompton & McKay, 1994; Dwyer, Mellor,
Mistilis, & Mules, 2000; Matheson, 2004). Similarly,
the source of information used to gain economic im-
pact data requires careful consideration. If focusing on
the recipients of expenditure, a different picture often
emerges when compared with those directly spending
or investing. A method of comparing both these view-
points is therefore likely to produce more comprehen-
sive and realistic results. The economic impact of lo-
cal authority community festivals can be measured by
gathering data directly from those attending, partici-
pating, or investing in the festival as well as from those
in the wider community (nonattendees) whose spend-
ing patterns may have been affected by the festival.
This can then be combined with information gathered
from local businesses, trade associations, and local
government departments to gain a further perspective.
In studying the existing literature on economic impact
assessment it has been possible to develop a range of
research instruments that are suitable for use at local
authority festivals and to trial these through a num-
ber of impact studies (Wood, 2004a; Wood, Robinson,
Thomas, & Bowdin, 2005; Wood & Thomas, 2003).
The results are favorable in that the findings appear to
be as accurate as possible within the constraints and
that the methods are reliable and valid. Alongside this
development of economic assessment methods work
done in Australia shows similar developmental pro-
cesses resulting in “off-the-shelf” economic impact
measurement kits. For example, the DIY Kit produced
by Arts Australia (Jackson, Houghton, Russell, & Tri-
andos, 2005) and the software developed by Sustain-
able Tourism CRC in Victoria (Jago, 2004). However,
from my own experience, although such kits have the
benefits of comparability if widely adopted, they lose
the flexibility needed to create a suitable measurement
tool that meets the needs of widely differing events.
One of the earlier studies by Dwyer et al. (2000)
puts forward a framework for assessing the tangible
and intangible impacts of events and conventions.
However, the focus of this framework is overwhelm-
ingly economic although it provides a useful break-
down of the types of costs and benefits that are often
associated with events and is one of the first major rec-
ognitions of “civic pride” as a potential social impact
of events (although this term has been used in social
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capital literature for some time associated with the arts
and health promotion). Later work has used this con-
cept to develop methods for measuring the changes in
social phenomena related to the hosting of festivals
(Wood, 2006b) and has led to their inclusion within
the evaluation framework.

Through a review of previous studies it is clear
that there is a body of evidence proving the value
of evaluation against wider objectives (longer term
and social) rather than simply the evaluation of the
festival itself (e.g., attendee enjoyment, tickets sold).
Building on this, the evaluation framework presented
here involves identifying potential impacts in terms
of benefits and nonbenefits and recognizing that
these depend on the viewpoint of the impacted stake-
holder (e.g., attendee, local residents, region, and na-
tion). Suitable methods are available for measuring
each of these impacts, which can be easily applied
and replicated for comparison over time and between
organizers. The adoption of such a framework will
undoubtedly lead to the development of sustainable
events that bring a range of benefits to a variety of
stakeholders and the better allocation of public funds
to such events.

Evaluation Theory and the Framework

The evaluation framework combines goal-attain-
ment, effects, stakeholder, and program theory mod-
els of evaluation and moves away from the economic
cost-benefit models (Hansen, 2005). In order that
stakeholder needs be addressed, both goals and im-
pacts (effects) need to be evaluated and this needs to
be done from the perspective of different stakeholder
groups and within the particular context of each event.
A standardized evaluation system is not therefore fea-
sible, but a framework for developing an appropriate
system for each event is.

The power and politics of local government involve-
ment in events also suggests the need to move away
from economic models, which, although legitimate if
undertaken with integrity, are too often and too easily
misused for political motives (Crompton, 2006). En-
suring views from all stakeholder groups are incorpo-
rated into the evaluation process and using a variety of
methods and practices can help overcome/counteract
the tendency for the selective gathering and publica-
tion of evaluation results. The evaluation framework
suggested, therefore, entails the measurement of more

than outcomes but also considers the process and the
context. Multiple methods and a broad range of infor-
mation-gathering processes are needed to cover the
complexity of festival impacts. These should combine,
whenever possible, both positivist and interpretivist
perspectives with the proviso that these will produce a
greater understanding of festival impacts but not abso-
lute proof of causal relationships.

A review of evaluation theory and in particular pub-
lic sector evaluation theory has led to recognition of
the importance of the context of the festival and the
need for community/organizer participation in the
evaluation process. The purpose of evaluation within
the public sector can be categorized as being for ac-
countability, for learning, for program management
and development, or as an ethical obligation (McDon-
ald, Rogers, & Kefford, 2003). These are certainly
valued reasons for undertaking festival evaluation,
and the framework attempts to incorporate these aims
within it. This helps to ensure that, in practice, there is
learning and development rather than mere measure-
ment and accountability of fund use. Also of interest is
the idea of “who evaluates.” Should the evaluation be
independent and external or integrated within program
delivery involving practitioners? Working collabora-
tively along with community and organizer participa-
tion can capitalize on the strengths (Green & South,
2006; Katz & Peberdy, 1997) by providing both “out-
side” objectivity and “inside” contextual and practitio-
ner know-how. This collaboration and participation is
necessary also in order to build evaluation capability
in public sector and community organizations (Mc-
Donald et al., 2003). Indeed, McDonald et al. suggest
that only evaluation design and implementation can be
done by external parties and that the other evaluation
processes of describing, framing, using, and overall
management of the evaluation framework must be
done internally.

In the public sector literature performance mea-
surement has been identified as being different from
the private sector while using some of the same basic
premises. Bolton (2003), in a study of US public sec-
tor performance measurement, suggests that measures
should:

e Dbe significant in that they focus on key success
factors;

e include different perspectives reflecting all key
stakeholders’ views;
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e Dbe used together rather than in isolation;

e be balanced between quantitative and qualitative;

e be discriminating in ability to recognize significant
findings;

e be unobtrusive in not disrupting primary tasks.

Similarly, the “best value” concept used in UK lo-
cal government performance measurement demands
in-depth analysis and comparison, diagnostic activity
to identify areas for potential improvement, and the
development of improvement plans (Liddle, 1999).
These aspects of public sector analysis have been par-
ticularly important in developing the process that is
central to the evaluation framework (Fig. 2).

Although much of the language used in discussing
public sector performance measurement and opera-
tions is taken from private sector research and theo-
retical concepts, the two sectors remain fundamen-
tally different. The relationship between citizen and
government is not an exchange. Public services are
not exchanged for the payment of taxes, the relation-
ship has been described as one of “mutual commit-
ment” (Walsh, 1994). Therefore, although the meth-
ods and concepts proposed in the framework have
developed out of fields such as marketing research,
they have been adapted in order to reflect the differ-
ences between consumer and citizen. This differing
viewpoint helps to identify the wider aspects of event
impact assessment and moves the focus away from
simply measuring the satisfaction of the attendees on
the day. The potential benefits and costs to all im-
pacted citizens need to be evaluated and the agendas
of those involved recognized.

The framework provides a way of taking forward
the research into festival evaluations within the con-
text of the wider evaluation literature and taking into
account the relative immaturity of evaluation prac-
tice and research in the field of community festivals.
Evaluation frameworks impose a structure on hard to
define constructs and can provide clarity by identify-
ing core domains of measurement and thereby focus-
ing data collection developed from empirical research
and consultation with stakeholders. This helps to give
face validity and credibility to the methods and pro-
cesses suggested (Green & South, 2006). Frameworks
(as opposed to process models) can be more flexible
and applied to different festivals in different settings,
coping with the diversity of domains and actors that
arise in festival and event studies.

Aspects of the Framework

Levels and Types of Impact. The social and eco-
nomic impacts of local authority community festivals
are partly determined (in magnitude and valence) by
the perspective of the affected stakeholders. It is there-
fore important to recognize that, for example, at a na-
tional level there may be positive economic benefits
whereas at a local level these may be minimal or nega-
tive. A larger scale event (such as European Capital of
Culture) will have both local and national social ben-
efits but these will differ in type and strength (Richards
& Wilson, 2004). The importance of the stakeholder’s
perspective is clear and in some respects this negates
the potential for generic measurement tools. The tools
themselves cannot, therefore, be standardized as they
would not be appropriate for all levels of impact. The
levels identified for community-based events and fes-
tivals can be categorized as societal, regional, commu-
nity, and personal (Wood et al., 2006).

Within each level it is possible to categorize a num-
ber of types of impact, both positive and negative.
These have been identified through secondary research
and through previous field research and consultancy
undertaken. However, what has become clear is that
an exhaustive list is unlikely to be accurate or indeed
helpful. The important factor is to identify those im-
pacts that are of interest for each particular festival or
study. This may, as discussed earlier, depend upon the
stakeholders involved and/or may be determined by
the objectives of the festival. Here, however, it could
be argued that there is “a chicken and egg” situation.
Recognizing likely impacts before the event in order
to set objectives may not be possible as many impacts
may not be foreseen and can only be identified after
the event. This is where an accessible shared body of
knowledge would provide support, allowing festival
organizers, funders, and supporters to learn from the
experiences and evaluations of others and be able to
use these to develop appropriate objectives.

Although it is likely that economic impacts will be
of importance to several stakeholders, much of the
previous empirical research and consultancy projects
indicate that this type of impact is minimal and is of-
ten only directly relevant to those involved in the event
itself, such as the venue, the stallholders, participants,
performers, and sponsors. These groups will benefit fi-
nancially but are often not from the local community or
even the region, therefore limiting any direct economic
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Figure 2. A framework for community festival evaluation.

benefit. The community, the local businesses, and indi-
viduals tend not to be subject to, or perhaps, recognize,
a positive (or negative) economic impact but are more
strongly affected by the intangible social impacts. How-
ever, it also needs to be recognized that some of the po-
tential social impacts of community festivals will have
a “knock on” economic effect, although proven links
between these are outside the realm of this research. For
example, it is accepted in several local authority perfor-
mance measures that increased pride in the area leads to
higher economic activity and that social cohesion leads
to lower levels of certain types of crime.

Types of Measurement. Each impact identified
needs to be evaluated and this evaluation needs to be

achievable within the constraints of time, money, and
expertise while still providing meaningful and robust
data.

What evolves is a range of techniques that have now
been tried and tested and appears to meet the needs of
local government community festival organizers. Due
to the variety of potential impacts, a specific tool has
not been developed for each but the groundwork has
been done to allow others to adapt and develop tailored
methods. For example, the development of the civic
pride scale (Wood, 2006b) shows how a scale could
be developed to measure other social constructs and
then be applied before and after the event. Economic
data gathered using simple visitor/participant spend
alongside local business turnover information pro-



182 WOOD

vides a reliable and consistent method for estimating
the economic effects of an event. These instruments
also allow for switching costs and include surveys of
nonattendees. The quantitative and qualitative primary
research methods developed for event evaluation only
form part of the overall evaluation. The importance of
secondary data should not be overlooked, and those
with an interest in evaluating events need to build
market intelligence gathering and other secondary
sources of information into the evaluation. This helps
to give the wider focus (external rather than internal)
that has been shown to be successful. Indeed, many
researchers in the field of marketing information sys-
tems (Talvinen, 1995; Wright & Ashill, 1998; Xu &
Kaye, 1995) suggest that the majority (up to 80%) of
information used by an organization for decision mak-
ing should be gained from outside their normal operat-
ing environment and that much of this will be gleaned
from published data. Asking attendees is, therefore,
only a small part of the overall picture and needs to be
supplemented through widening the sources of prima-
ry data (nonattendees, wider community, businesses,
pressure groups) and through continual monitoring
of secondary sources (published evaluations, tourism
statistics, trends data, competitor websites), much of
which is free and accessible via the Internet and via
other shared resources.

Information Management. The levels and types of
impact and the variety of information sources needed
to evaluate these suggest a complexity that must be
managed within an appropriate information system.
This system requires some informality and flexibility
and should make use of networks, collaborations, trade
associations, and syndicated research. Within local
government much information can be gained through
other existing information systems and through inter-
nal as well as external systems. The less competitive
nature of public services allows for greater sharing
of information within and between local authorities
(Mclvor, McHugh, & Cadden, 2002) and this can be
leveraged to great effect for better understanding event
impacts. Similarly, information and research resources
can be shared with sponsoring, organizing, and partici-
pating bodies.

The challenge in the end is not the gathering of event
impact information but managing this information so
that it can be learned from and used effectively for
decision making and long-term strategy development.

Information overload can prevent this from happening
and needs to be overcome through practical informa-
tion management. Recognition that what is known at
any one time is less important than the ability to learn
can help focus on information use rather than informa-
tion storing. Much information has a short shelf life
and, although trends and historical data are important,
the detail in past data can be discarded in favor of
more up-to-date information. This applies equally to
academic researchers, as in order to develop a deeper
understanding of event impacts it is vital to gather cur-
rent data at a variety of events and to analyze these
within the context of existing knowledge.

Information Use. The practical application of this
framework will start to develop a growing body of
knowledge that ideally should be accessible by both
academic researchers and event practitioners and in-
deed any other stakeholders of the festivals.

From a practitioner point of view, impact informa-
tion along with wider market intelligence can be used
to develop event programs that meet the short- and
long-term objectives of the local authority. These may
be in terms of economic regeneration, income, com-
munity cohesion, civic pride, education, well-being, or
indeed promotion of the authority itself. The important
aspect is to move away from a mere evaluation of the
event itself in terms of audience enjoyment, health and
safety, attendee numbers, etc., to measurement of what
the event can achieve for those involved and the wid-
er community. As previous researchers (McAdam &
Reid, 2000) have found that knowledge management
is more developed as a management philosophy in the
public sector, the door is open for better and more ef-
fective use of event impact evaluation data.

Sponsors can use such information to determine
their future business plans in terms of which events
meet their communication goals and participants
equally can use impact evaluation data to decide on
the types of event that are of the most benefit.

Therefore, making such information publicly avail-
able allows it to become a data source for others and
encourages learning and increasing sophistication in
local authority event programming and also aids the
development of benchmarks and other means of com-
parison. Several recent studies have called for greater
understanding of the potential of arts and cultural fes-
tivals as part of urban planning, tourism development,
and community betterment and for more holistic as-
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sessment (Quinn, 2005; Sherwood et al., 2005). Their
limitations as well as their potential, if better under-
stood, will undoubtedly lead to more strategic and ef-
fective allocation of public funds.

Process. The final component of the framework is
the development of a process for evaluating the im-
pacts of local authority community-based festivals.
This process is iterative in nature to highlight the
learning cycle implicit within impact evaluation. The
process incorporates the reporting and operating con-
straints and requirements found within local govern-
ment. These include measuring against mission and
objectives, comparison of actual with target perfor-
mance, developing benchmarking partners and trian-
gulating using complementary measures, focusing on
what stakeholders think and feel (Bolton, 2003).

The process model, although developing out of the
rational model of policy evaluation, addresses some
of the criticisms of this (Hambleton & Thomas, 1995)
through the inclusion of a wider variety of viewpoints,
recognition of the politics of evaluation, and by not
limiting the evaluation to “known” or stated objec-
tives.

The stages in the process can be summarized as:

e identify the relevant levels of impact;

¢ identify the potential impacts within each level;

e select impacts to measured related to stakeholder
objectives;

e select measurement methods for each impact

(within resources and primary and secondary

sources);

apply the measures;

identify any unforeseen impacts;

analyze, evaluate, and compare findings;

use findings to learn, share, and develop.

This process allows for the development of a virtu-
ous cycle of improvement and learning based on thor-
ough impact evaluation combined with wider sources
of information. Creating a better knowledge of what
can be achieved through community festivals and
events will enable theorists and practitioners to devel-
op the field further. Event organizers and local author-
ity strategic planners will be better able to determines
objectives for their event programs, taking advantage
of their potential and being aware of their limitations.
Academics will be able to further study these impacts

in order to identify the longer term benefits and costs
along with more sophisticated ways for measuring and
assessing these.

The aspects of the framework discussed above are
summarized in Figure 2.

Conclusion

The framework is used to produce a map of the com-
plex and interrelated aspects inherent within festival
evaluation. Its focus is on community festivals with
some local government involvement. It, therefore, has
not been designed to meet the specific needs of other
types of event (mega-events, private sector events,
larger sporting events, and trade and industry events).
Although many of the same premises will hold true
for these other events, the same drive to evaluate may
not.

The framework is intended to incorporate a wider
view of evaluation than has been used so far in event
evaluation. It suggests that the views of all stakehold-
ers 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.

The next challenge in the development of the frame-
work is to empirically demonstrate its applicability to
a wider range of festivals and events and to develop
methods for evaluating more of the social impacts of
festivals to provide further specific tools for inclusion
in the framework.

By applying and critiquing this framework both
practitioners and academics will add to the existing
body of knowledge and move forward the study and
application of event impact evaluation.
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