Task One – Review of Reading – Millie George

[bookmark: _GoBack]Events have the power to create a significant and lasting cultural and economic impact for a community. Getz stated that ‘Events must be valued and evaluated equally in social, cultural, environmental and economic terms in order to be sustainable’, (Getz, 2007, p.123). Additionally, governments regularly include the support and promote of events as part of their economic development strategies (Bowdin et al, 2006). Well planned events can provide long-term benefits in terms of tourism, culture and urban regeneration, and measuring the economic impact is a main determiner as to whether an event is successful or not. Article 1, refers to whether local events make an impact, in terms of income on a host community. Whereas, Article 2 analyses the economic impact of 10 major sporting events. In Article 1, Robert Wilson recognises that sporting events can act as a ‘catalyst for economic development and urban regeneration’, (2006, p.57). Furthermore, both authors take into account secondary and additional expenditure and the varied ways they are generated. Each article suggests, that events do make a positive impact on the local community, in terms of infrastructure and economic benefits and both present recommendations to support the planning of local and major sporting events. 
Article 1 highlights a study by Shibli and Gratton (1998), which suggests that an event can be either spectator or competitor driven. The Direct Economic Impact is the total amount of money spent in an area, which can be ‘directly attributed’, (www.eventimpacts.com), into the staging process of event planning. Whereas, the Total Economic Impact is where managers will look for the ‘secondary impacts additional spending to alter the Direct Economic Impacts, (www.eventimpacts.com). Wilson (2006) found an event such as the Olympic Games was said to be spectator driven as results showed spectators to be the main group of people generating secondary expenditure, even though the number of competitors outweighed the number of spectators. This may be because the spectators are family and friends of the competitors and are buying food and drink for them while they compete. A survey found that 100% of spectator responses said they were attending to watch a friend or relative taking part. Additionally, most of the contenders at the event were under the age of 16, showing that the swimmers were ‘economically inactive and live at home’, (Shibli and Gratton, 1998, cited in Wilson, 2006). This would also result in the parents of the competitors paying for their accommodation, hence the results of additional expenditure. However, this contrasts with the study in Article 2. The continuum between spectators and other visitor’s expenditure showed that junior events had a lower income from spectators. The article goes on to describe how organisational and visitor expenditure would also have an economic affect. It was found that organisational expenditure has a minimal economic impact, whereas, visitor expenditure accounts for over 80% of income of the event (Gratton et al, 2006). 
Additional influential factors are stated to be the size of the facility and the time frame of the event. The dates had an ‘immediate bearing’ on the economic impact of the events in Article 1. Usually, the more competitors, the more money and therefore, if an event is staged outside of the school holidays less people are likely to attend, especially if competitors consist of young people. The COSDOM event was staged in the Easter holidays which allowed an opportunity for people to stay longer, resulting in the spending more in and around the event, which increases additional and secondary spending rates. Another issue with timing may be that if it clashes with a major event, spectators and competitors are more likely to attend the bigger event. An example of this problem was when the small-scale events referred to in this article clashed with the National Championships. 
In terms of the size of facilities, the bigger the venue, the more people can fit in and consequently, more income. COSDOM was hosted by the largest venue of those studied by Wilson which had room for 2,600 and 620 spectators. They had over 500 visitors and resulted in a large economic benefit showing this to be directly linked to the number of spectators attending. This would also increase the level of attraction, the more competitors there are taking part, the more spectators are going to want to watch. Article 2 is similar to this as it studied the relationship between the number of spectator admissions and the economic impact as a result of this. Therefore, the number of visitors is a major consideration in event planning. However, elite sporting events generally attract more competitors than visitors, which has a lower economic impact.
Secondary expenditure is money spent within the event and additional expenditure is money spend around the area as a result of the event. The first article suggests that the location it is set in will have an effect on local businesses. For example, again COSDOM was situated in the city centre which could be considered the ‘central business district.’ The event managers must also accommodate for the breaks and after the event as finished, especially because the people who are using accommodation around the event are more likely to generate a higher additional expenditure. Additionally, these local events mentioned will attract a ‘national competitor base’ who will need accommodation and may end up spending more from exploring the destination. Article 2 would again agree with this, as it is stated that events have the power to ‘project a new image’ for the city and this is as a result of ‘staging’ of the event. The economic impact is measured in both articles by estimates of additional expenditure within the local economy as a result of the event. 
While Wilson (2006), recognises urban regeneration, sporting legacy, tourism, social and cultural benefits, the focus of his article was on the wider economic benefits. In contrast, Gratton et al (2006), placed greater emphasis on the longer-term effects and benefits. Article 2 refers to the economic importance of the Olympic Games through a study by Kasimati (2003, cited in Gratton et al 2006), who suggests that the Olympics are different to most major event facilities as they have to be built first, many of which are not used afterwards. The economic impact of this major event is hard to assess as the cost of infrastructure is high. Many of these facilities may be unused post to the event, resulting in a waste of city authorities’ money. Mules and Faulkner (1996), (cited in Gratton et al 2006), suggests that even though this is the case, the city benefits from additional spending due to increased tourism across the city. Moreover, the economic impact of the Olympics needs to be assessed over a longer-term due to the amount of investment in infrastructure. If this was only measured across 2-3 weeks of the games then a loss would be evident. This point is further explored with South Africa’s successful bid for the 2010 FIFA World Cup, where the urban regeneration project was a greater consideration then the event itself (Pillay & Bass, 2008).
Events provide “… an opportunity for a leisure, social or cultural experience outside the normal range of choices …” (Getz, 1997). Positive perceptions of an event may increase visits to the area, resulting in an increase of brand sponsorship, tourism and sporting legacy. For example, during the 1998 European Short Course Swimming Championships in Sheffield, both Adidas and the city of Sheffield were displayed side by side on the advertising boards. These boards were level with the pool deck meaning it is safe to assume that they would have been on view for the majority of the 1,087 minutes of television broadcast, representing high value place marketing for the city (Gratton et al, 2006). However, it is worth mentioning here that that there may be media bias towards sports coverage and even some world champion minority sports get little coverage by the media (Torkildsen, 2011). As such, event managers need to take a broader view to ensure greatest impact. Article 2 suggests that economic impact evaluation needs to evolve to better scope the ongoing impact of events after they have ended. While Shone and Parry (2004) maintain that to support and maintain such positive perceptions of the host area, all elements of Shone and Parry’s (2004) Elements of Tourism need to be in place (figure 1).

Availability of attractions, places to visit and events.
Provision of transport, access to and within the area.

	
Tourism

	Provision of infrastructure, support services.
Availability of accommodation and hospitality.



Figure 1 – Elements of Tourism 
Adapted from: Shone and Parry, 2004, p.54.




These two articles demonstrate that sporting events, whether major or local, do have a considerable economic impact on the host city. This may be by means of secondary and additional spending as a result of the event or by related publicity and ongoing tourism. Consequently, event managers should observe the key recommendations from these articles in addition to the principal event management considerations highlighted in figure 1. For instance, local events should be made annual and secondary expenditure opportunities should be a priority consideration of the planning process, to encourage additional expenditure and ongoing economic benefits. Major events do not necessarily generate a high income as a direct result of their status, as city authorities may lose money from spending on infrastructure, but benefits then come from additional spending around the area. This additional spend is also achieved through means of attracting people outside the destination, encouraging a higher number of spectators and the number of days the competition is run over. The longer people stay within the destination, the more income that will be generated, (Allen et al, 2011). The greatest impact of major events may come from the heightened media coverage which encourages high level sponsorship and place marketing for the host city, making it a desirable location for future investment and tourism.
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