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Abstract: This contribution offers a theoretical perspective on the social impacts of sport
events. Most research in this area has focused on global mega sport events (MSEs). How-
ever, given the fact that there are many more, smaller non-mega sport events (NMSEs)
being organised in this global world, the paper calis for a reflection on how these smaller
types of events can potentially contribute to benefit residents of local communities. The
paper contrasts and compares social impacts and outcomes of both, MSEs and NMSEs,
using four different perspectives: power relations, urban regeneration, socialisation, and
human capital. There is reason to believe that NMSEs may be more relevant in creating
durable benefits for host communities, as compared to MSEs. This is explained through
the concept of social capital. Because NMSEs are omni-present, they may provide more
lasting global benefits. The paper calls for a broader research agenda focussing on the true
value of small and medium sized sport events for local communities.

Keywords: human capital, power relations, social capital, socialisation, urban regenera-
tion

We live in an era where borders between countries are fading. Products and (most)
people have the ability to move freely in this global world. Traveling and moving
around the world changes ones understanding and perspective of the meaning of
sport in society. In addition, a deeper understanding of the repercussions of the size
of a country on sport delivery systems and opportunities for sport participation can be
achieved. Large countries like Canada for example, have many remote areas, and the
enormous distances require children to travel hundreds of kilometers to participate
in sport competitions, even at the lower levels (e.g., the provincial level). Thus, the
size of a country can have huge repercussions on the sport experience. It could well
be the case that specific types of sport events may bring some unique opportunities to
small and medium sized cities that are considered geographically isolated. Studying
smaller and medium sized sport events is therefore an interesting avenue to increase
our understanding of their potential meaning and function for local communities.
We will address the theme of globalisation here by tackling the question whether
small and medium sized types of sport events are more suited to developing positive
outcomes for host communities compared to global mega sport events. To date mega

I This paper is partially based on a keynote presentation delivered during the 2012 eass Confe-
rence in Berne, Switzerland.
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sport events (MSEs) such as the Olympic Games or the Football World Cup, which
are by definition global in size, scope and reach (e.g., Getz, 2012; Hayes & Karami-
chas, 2012; Horne & Manzenreiter, 2006), have received much more research atten-
tion compared to their smaller-sized, non-mega sport events (NMSEs), especially
when it comes to sustainable benefits for host communities. in what follows, we will
address the following research questions: What is it that makes NMSEs uniquely dif-
ferent from MSEs from a social impact perspective? And how do NMSEs contribute
to social sustainability in the global world, despite the fact that many of them are
hosted in smaller cities?

Various authors have mentioned a variety of impacts that sport events can have
on local communities. Ritchie (1984), for example, proposed the following six di-
mensions of event impact: (a) economic; (b) tourism/commercial; (c) physical; (d)
socio-cultural; (e) psychological; and, (f) political. Brown and Massey (2001) sug-
gested a slightly different classification, including: (a) economic; (b) tourism; (¢) leg-
acy; (d) urban regeneration; (e) social; and, (f) sport participation and development.
By ‘legacy’, Brown and Massey mean ‘sport infrastructure legacy’; that together
with urban regeneration falls under the ‘physical’ dimension of Ritchie’s classifica-
tion. Similarly, social and sport participation and development impacts of Brown and
Massey fall under the socio-cultural dimension of Ritchie. Most of the event impact
research has concentrated on the economic and tourism impact (e.g., Maennig &
Zimbalist, 2012; Preuss, 2004; Thibault, 2009). Currently, there is a shift in interest
towards addressing less tangible impacts of events, such as social impacts (e.g., Guo,
Zhuo & Hou, 20612; Wicker, Hallman, Breuer & Feiler, 2012) or sport participation
impacts (e.g., Girginov & Hall, 2008; Weed, Coren & Fiore, 2009). Again, however,
it is the mega sport events that have been the focus of these studies. Studies on the
social impact of smailer scale events were usually non-sporting events, such as com-
munity festivals (e.g., Fredline, Jago & Deery, 2003; Small, 2007/2008). In what
follows, we attempt to contrast and compare social impacts of NMSEs with those of
MSEs. While Ritchie (1984) considered local and/or national pride and community
gpirit that the hosting of events can create under the denominator of psychologi-
cal impacts, and international recognition under the denominator of political impact,
these phenomena are included here under the umbrella of social impact. In the same
vein, we include urban regeneration impact (e.g., Brown & Massey, 2001), since that
too can directly affect the quality of life of local residents. While sport participation
impact can also be considered a form of social impact, it will not be addressed in
this paper, because of space limitations. Noteworthy is the fact that “environmental
impact” does not appear in the aforementioned lists of Ritchie (1984) or Massey and
Brown (2001). While the 1994 Olympic Winter games in Lillechammer were the pio-
neers of the “Green Games” {Chappelet, 2008), Atlanta 1996 followed suit. In 2000
Svdney was the first Olympics to include a section on environmental protection in
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their bid document (Toohey, 2608). While this is an important component with regard
to impact and sustainability, and some progress has been made on environmental
impact assessment (e.g., carbon footprints; Horne & Manzenreiter, 2006), it will not
be addressed here.

The purpose of this paper is to reflect on, and where possible, provide examples
of social impacts and outcomes of NMSEs and MSEs, both positive and negative,
and discuss the ‘sustainability’ of some of these outcomes (if any) and their impact
on residents of the host community. This overview will assist in determining whether
or not NMSE may have greater potential to create sustainable social benefits for host
communities locally, and subsequently globally. The primary focus is, however, on
local residents of the host communities, since their quality of life is directly impacted
by the staging of these events. Before contrasting and comparing potential social out-
comes of events, we first briefly define what we mean by NMSE and MSE, impacts,
outcomes, legacies, and sustainability.

Conceptual framework

Non-mega sport events (NMSEs) versus mega sport events (MSEs)

While there are no universal definitions of different types of events, for the purpose of
this contribution, we focus on spectator sport events, as opposed to participant sport
events. ‘Mega’ refers to the largest and most significant events, which by way of their
size generate “very high levels of tourism, media coverage, prestige or economic
impact for their host community” (Getz, 2012, 45). For the purpose of this paper we
adapt Gratton and Taylor’s (2000) typology of events and consider MSEs as “Type
A” events defined as “irregular, one-off, major international spectator events generat-
ing significant economic activity and media interest” (Gratton & Taylor, 190). While
of short duration, their impact and meaning for the host city reaches far beyond the
event (Ritchie, 1984). Formerly MSEs were also called “hallmark events” (Hiller,
2000). Any other type of event that is not of this magnitude could potentially be
labeled a “non-mega” sport event. However, in line with Gratton and Taylor (2000},
we define NMSEs as “Type C” events, namely, “irregular, one-off major international
spectator/competitor events, generating limited economic activity” (Gratton & Tay-
lor, 190)*. Thus, NMSE:s in the context of this paper, are not part of an annual cycle,
and change locations each time they are being organised. Both types of events are
“major” in the sense that they have a high profile, and provide exceptional spectacles.
It is the global ‘share’ of the international audience (i.e., the number of people and
their composition) that really separates the two. The development of communication

2 Type B events are defined as “Major spectator events generating significant economic activ-
ity, media interest and part of an annual cycle of sport events” (Gratton & Taylor, 2000, 190).
Type D events are defined as: “Major competitor events generating limited economic activity
and part of an annual cycle of sport events” (Gratton & Taylor, 2000, 190).
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technology has strongly influenced the process of globalisation for MSEs (Horne &
Manzenreiter 2006; Horne, 2007). Television corporations and multi-national com-
panies have benefitted greatly from this global reach. However, NMSEs also attract
media attention and sponsorship, be it more at the local, regional or national level.
When it comes to spectators actually attending the event, it is not only their number
(which is obviously higher for MSEs), but more so about “who” is attending. For
instance, the overwhelming number of attendees at NMSEs are members of the lo-
cal community (e.g., Taks, Chalip, Green, Kesenne & Martyn, 2009), while MSEs
mainly attract non-local spectators who can afford to pay for the tickets (e.g., Smith,
2009). Another important difference is that MSEs generally require major infrastruc-
ture projects, while that is usually not the case for NMSEs. In short, NMSEs are
generally smaller in size, scale, scope and reach than their mega counterparts (e.g.,
the Olympic Games, the World Cup, the Euro Cup, the Commonwealth Games).
However, like mega events, they are one-off, discontinuous, of short duration and out
of the ordinary.

Impacts, outcomes, legacies and sustainability

Both types of events, NMSEs and MSEs discussed in this paper are temporal and can
trigger a variety of short- or long-term, positive or negative social impacts, which
may lead to positive or negative social outcomes. If sustained, these outcomes be-
come legacies. A legacy is what remains in the aftermath of an event. Preuss (2007)
defines legacy as “all planned and unplanned positive and negative, intangible and
tangible structures created by and for a sport event that remains for a longer time
than the event itself” (Preuss, 2007, 86). Some ‘tangible’ legacies are economic and
infrastructure; while ‘intangible’ legacies are transfer of knowledge, image, and repu-
tation (e.g., Kaplanidou & Karadakis, 2010). Sport governing bodies responsible for
staging mega-events have recognised the importance of long-term legacy planning,
with the hope of changing the lives of local residents for the better (IOC as cited by
Kaplanidou, 2012).

From 1984 onwards, there is clearly a shift from realising ‘impacts’ to produc-
ing ‘sustainable outcomes’ (e.g., Chalip, 2006). Current literature often refers to the
triple bottom line approach in the context of sustainability, which posits that social,
economic, and environmental issues are three intertwined components for sustained
human development (e.g., McKenzie, 2004; O’Brien & Chalip, 2007). In fact, sus-
tainable development refers to the needs of the present, without compromising the
needs and desires of future generations (WCED, as cited by Gibson, Kaplanidou &
Kang, 2012). While definitions of sustainability remain debatable, in the context of
this presentation, they point towards the durability of outcomes in the time period
beyond the actual event (e.g., O'Brien & Chalip, 2007). We focus specifically on
outcomes that are: (a) created through the event; and, (b) maintained for a period
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of time after the event. Thus, sustainable legacies become durable benefits for host
communities. In other words, if positive outcomes are apparent, they should be able
to transform into long-term benefits.

The focus of this contribution is on the residents of the host communities, since
we know that events require investments of human, financial and physical resources
from communities that stage them. These investments can be extremely large for
MSEs (e.g., Horne & Manzenreiter, 2006; Preuss, 2007). After all, the local residents
are the individuals who are directly impacted by the event, be it positive or negative.
Residents are, and should be concerned with the impact that hosting major sport
events has on their personal lives. This does not imply that there cannot be sustainable
outcomes from NMSEs for other stakeholders in the local community such as busi-
nesses or public sector organisations, or even outside the host community. However,
we will concentrate on sustainable outcomes for host communities by looking at the
quality of life for local residents. Research into MSEs highlights issues of “globali-
zation, increased commodification and growing inequality” (Horne & Manzenreiter,
2006, 17). We can learn from these analyses in order to avoid the mistakes that are
made at the global level, by focussing on the strengths of the local level. Sport events
are no longer about just ‘providing good sport’ {e.g., Green 2001), but have become
a common tool for reaching other short- and/or long-term outcomes. Whether or not,
and to what extent and in which direction these outcomes affect the local population
requires further investigation.

Social impacts of NMSEs versus MSEs

The poor economic outcomes of mega events (e.g., Preuss, 2004; Taks, Kesenne,
Chalip, Green & Martyn, 2011) have shifted attention to social impact and nume-
rous studies have focussed on the social significance of MSEs. Social impact can
be defined as the manner in which events “effect changes in the collective and indi-
vidual value systems, behavior patterns, community structures, lifestyle and quality
of life” (adapted from Hall as cited in Balduck, Maes & Buelens, 2011, 94). However,
accurate social impact assessments of events are missing (Horne & Manzenreiter,
2006). The well-intended rhetoric detailing social outcomes are generally desired, as
opposed to being planned for (e.g., Chalip, 2006; Foley, McGillivray & McPherson,
2012). Again, NMSEs have received limited attention when it comes to their social
significance. Much of the evidence of the capacity of sport events to enhance social
unity through feelings of euphoria, enhanced national pride, and unity is anecdotal
(e.g., Smith, 2009). While there are numerous social components that can be dis-
cussed, we will only highlight a few of them here, using the following four perspec-
tives as a framework: (a) power relations; (b} urban regeneration; (¢} socialisation;
and, (d) human capital (see table 1).

l
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Power relations

It is usually a dominant group of business elites, the so called ‘urban regimes’, that
initiates the push for hosting events, whether it is a NMSE or a MSE (e.g., Hiller,
2000, Misener & Mason, 2006, 2008 & 2009; Smith, 2009). Urban Regime Theory
focusses specifically on the relationship between the private and the public sector
(i.e., private capital and public power) in their pursuit to fulfil their own research
agendas, and often leads to the creation of specific structures. For example, The Mel-
bourne Major Events Company was specifically set up to attract large scale events to
the city (Misener & Mason, 2008). This process of urban regimes creates a feeling
of circumvention of normal democratic processes, because this has implications for
the degree of involvement of the residents in the decision-making process (Misener
& Mason, 2006). MSEs are often imposed on the local residents, leaving the com-
munity to react to prepared plans, rather than being involved in creating them. Only
recently have there been some attempts for more democratic planning approaches,
soliciting community involvement and support. An example of this approach was
the unsuccessful Toronto bid for the 1996 Summer Olympic Games (e.g., Gursoy
& Kendall, 2006). The likelihood that local residents are actually engaged in the
creation and staging of a NMSE is evidently much higher compared to a MSE. This
may benefit the feeling of inclusiveness and ownership (Hiller, 2000), an important
foundation for carrying positive outcomes. In some cases, the planning of smaller
scale events in smaller communities, even starts at the community level, such as for
example a local club taking the initiative to host a major event. Thus, the loss of local
autonomy (Krippendorf in Fredline et al., 2003) is more likely to be present in the
context of MSEs compared to NMSEs.

Hosting events shifts priorities from local governments, and consequently di-
verts funding away from other projects, such as social services and/or community
youth programs (e.g., Smith, 2009). Given the huge costs that are associated with
the staging of MSEs, it is very likely that this redistribution of funding is crowding
out social programs. While redistribution of funds might also happen in the case of
NMSEs, empirical evidence is lacking to substantiate this claim.

Urban regeneration

The hosting of MSEs is often part of a pro-growth strategy and ‘urban regeneration’
is usually an important, and sometimes, central component. MSEs have indeed the
power to transform a city (e.g., Hiller, 2000). MSEs are viewed as catalysts or accel-
erators for urban transformations. NMSEs may require some upgrading of existing
sport facilities, and sometimes the construction of a new sport facility, but usually
do not require major urban infrastructure projects. In this section, we share some
examples and thoughts as they relate to impacts of urban regeneration. The major
questions to raise here are: “Who benefits from these major infrastructure projects?”,
and “Who is relocated or displaced for the purpose?”.




Social sustainability of non-mega sport events in a global world 127

Major infrastructure projects, such as highways or airports, usually do not ben-
efit the needs of citizens from lower socio-economic backgrounds. The noble purpose
to service underprivileged citizens with a legacy of Olympic facilities has seldom
materialised in the way it was initially promised. For example, all 252 units of the
Athletes village in Vancouver were supposed to be transformed into social hous-
ing, including housing for people with disabilities. Due to a combination of rising
construction costs, the economic downturn and increased financial constraints, only
half of the units became subsidised (Bula, 2010). In short, the housing improvements
through MSEs generally serve only a few (e.g., Hiller 2000), and one can wonder if
more could have been done in this regard if the event was not part of the political
agenda. However, not all stories are negative. Cities like Manchester have success-
fully targeted urban regeneration by adapting an event portfolio. Their strategy con-
sisted of hosting multiple events, including ‘smaller’ major sports events, such as the
Commonwealth Games in 2002 (e.g., Misener & Mason, 2006). To this day, Athens
benefits from the public transportation infrastructure that was accelerated because
of the staging of the 2004 Olympic Games (OG); as well as from the highway that
was constructed between Thessaloniki and Athens, which has contributed to increas-
ing the country’s productivity (e.g., Theodoraki, 2009). Melbourne Park was built
in 1988 to host the Australian Open Tennis, and has become a place where people
socialise to this day (Misener & Mason, 2008). The revitalisation of East London in
the context of the 2012 OG is another example in which urban regeneration played
a central role (Raco, 2004). How this will play out in the future, remains to be seen.
In summary, we see both positive and negative outcomes of MSEs when it comes
to urban regeneration. However, displacement of less powerful groups, forced evic-
tions, loss of affordable housing (e.g., Smith, 2012), are well known in the context of
MSESs, while highly unlikely for NMSEs. A recent example is the displacement of 1.5
million people out of the favelas in the build-up to the two sporting mega-events: the
World Cup 2014, and the Olympic Games 2016 in Brazil. This eviction is imposed
without any dialogue or negotiations (Green, 2011).

When focussing on sports infrastructure as a component of urban regeneration,
the track records of MSEs and NMSEs are quite different. For instance, small scale
events usually do not require the upgrading or construction of new sport facilities, but
it can happen occasionally. If that is indeed the case, the upgrading or construction of
facilities for NMSEs are often specifically built with the intention to meet the needs
of local residents. This assures the long-term use by the community which is central
for sustainable community development. For example, the reason to put in a bid for
the 2005 Pan American Junior Athletic Championships hosted in Windsor, Ontario (a
medium sized city), was first and foremost to build a much needed, new stadium for
the university. The bid was successful, and the stadium was built. Evidence shows
that the construction of this stadium has greatly contributed to the development of
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track and field in the region (Taks, Chalip, Green & Misener, 2012). In the same vein,
the city will host the International Children’s Games in 2013. For this event, the city
is building a new Olympic swimming pool, which would otherwise not have been
built. While we may expect this to potentially have a positive impact on the devel-
opment of water sports in the city and/or region, the construction of this swimming
pool was not without controversy. For instance, it required the closing of four other
community swimming pools, which may in fact, negatively impact accessibility op-
portunities in those dwelling areas. What the net outcome on swimming participation
will be remains to be seen. In any case, these facilities need to meet the locals’ needs,
while serving the tournament and visitors. In contrast, MSEs almost always require
the upgrading and construction of sport infrastructure. There are multiple examples
of seriously under-utilised infrastructure, which carry high maintenance costs and
huge debts (e.g., Mules & Dwyer, 2005). These facilities are also called “white el-
ephants” (e.g., Horne & Manzenreiter, 2006, 21), referring to unused and/or closed
facilities after the hosting of mega events. These facilities not only carry extravagant
maintenance costs, but seldom meet the needs and desires of the local community. On
some occasions, however, facilities for large events are particularly built with com-
munity use in mind after the event. That was, for instance, the case for the Richmond
Oval built in the context of the 2010 Vancouver Winter Olympics. However, the costs
for these transformations can cause civic outrage (e.g., Kidd, 2011).

Socialisation

Due to the global power of MSEs, concepts such as national identity and social capi-
tal have become part of the discourse (e.g., Horne & Manzenreiter, 2006; Horne,
2007). National pride and collective identity that accrue from hosting events are also
referred to as “psychic income’ (Downward, Dawson & Dejonghe, 2009), which may
contribute to social cohesion and social capital (e.g., Misener & Mason, 2006). Feel-
ings of pride and identity may certainly overcome local residents in the contexts of
both, NMSEs and MSEs. However, Smith (2009) argues that “rather than being an
outcome, social capital is an important requisite that influences who benefits” (Smith,
2009, 113). A prime example of a large sport event strengthening national identity is
the Rugby World Cup in 1995 in South Africa, where Nelson Mandela clearly used
the event as a means to unify the Afrikaners and the Blacks (e.g., Chalip, 2006).
Rugby, a traditional white sport, and the national team mascot, a springbok, clearly
represented the white Afrikaners. The government promoted the theme: “one event,
one nation”. The South-African team won the Rugby World Cup, fostering national
identity. However, support for winning and support for organizing an event should
not be confused. As Walker et al. (2012) stated: “It remains unclear whether social
cohesion could have been achieved simply by hosting the tournament, without the
Springbok success.” (Walker et al., 510). Interestingly enough, when South Africa
hosted the 2010 FIFA World Cup, it could not capitalise on their sporting success,
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since their national team, ‘Bafana Bafana® did not pass the first round. Walker and
colleagues conducted a pre- and post-event study related to the FIFA World Cup and
concluded that first, national identity was only marginally influenced by the event
{(no significant demographic differences by race, gender or educational level); and,
second, that national identity did not really contribute to social capital. In Germany,
there is a general feeling that the hosting of the 2006 FIFA World Cup has affected the
Germans’ national identity (Ohmann, Jones & Wilkes, 2006). Even though Germany
did not win the tournament (finishing third), the event created a winning feeling, and
strengthened national identity and pride. This is an example where not so much the
‘success’, but the flawless organisation of a successful event created these positive
feelings.

A similar feeling of pride can be present for NMSEs, be it more at a local or
national level. For example, when key stakeholders involved in the 2005 Pan Ameri-
can Junior Athletic Championships, introduced above, were interviewed five years
after the event was hosted, they still compared the event with the Olympic Games on
several occasions. Reflecting on the “grandeur” of the event, one member of the local
organizing committee literally stated: “[the] community came out and supported the
event, ... it was their Olympics” (LOC member, personal communication, Novem-
ber 18, 2010). A feeling of empowerment for new directions of the city (e.g., Smith,
2009) is not unusual for both types of events. Social engagement, the feeling of a
common good, shared experiences, and collective solidarity can be felt among local
residents in the context of both types of events. Media support plays an essential role
in creating these feelings; for MSEs through global coverage, for NMSEs through
local media coverage.

The possibility for locals to actually attend the event itself is highly possible
in the context of NMSEs. There are certainly more constraints for local residents to
attend a MSE, both from a logistic and a price point perspective. For instance, ticket
distribution is highly regulated for MSEs such as the Olympic Games or the Football
World Cup (Bladen, Kennell, Abson & Wilde, 2012); the possibility for local resi-
dents to obtain tickets is therefore rather slim. In addition, ticket prices for MSEs are
usually very high, which may prevent local residents from attending the event. Very
limited empirical data is available on this topic, as the issue is somewhat controver-
sial. Studies on mega events, usually sample a variety of people in and around the
event, but exact numbers on the proportion of local residents and non-local visitors
actually attending MSEs, are rarely reported. Kaplanidou (personal communication,
December 14, 2012), for example, observed a 40% Greek versus 60% non-Greek
people pattern around the stadia during the 2004 Athens Olympic Games. Data col-
lected during the London Games, revealed that about 80% of spectators in the Olym-
pic Park were British, but again, those numbers do not provide data about attending
the actual sporting events. In contrast, a study on the Pan American Junior Athletic

M
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Championships, a NMSE, estimated that 77% of the spectators were from the local
area, 11% were visiting from other Canadian cities, 12% were international visitors,
providing evidence for the assumption that NMSEs attract mainly local residents in
the stands. Moreover, ticket prices for NMSEs are usually reasonable. This again
has repercussions for the experience of the local residents, as an inexpensive ticket
price may generate a higher “consumer surplus” (e.g., Taks et al., 2011). In addition,
NMSEs are often hosted in smaller towns or cities, which probably have less compe-
titton from other entertainment activities. NMSEs therefore provide a unique enter-
tainment opportunity for the local population. MSEs are usually hosted in larger cit-
ies with more competition from other entertainment opportunities, therefore levelling
or decreasing the level of “consumer surplus” the event can generate for the residents
(e.g., Taks et al., 2011). This would, however, also be the case for NMSEs hosted in
larger cities. In addition, MSEs generally create more congestion, and disturb the
daily life of local residents to a greater extent (e.g., Barget & Gouguet, 2007; see also
below), again lowering the value of the event for local residents (e.g., “public good
value”; Johnson & Whitehead, 2000), NMSEs do not impinge on locals’ life space in
the same manner as MSE (Gursoy & Kendall, 2006). The fact that local residents are
constrained to actually attend a MSEs, can potentially contribute to increasing social
inequity (e.g., Smith, 2009).

Experiencing the peripheral activities, atmosphere, and social opportunities of
the event (including spending time with family and friends) are possibilities for both
types of events (e.g., Chalip, 2006; Kaplanidou, 2012). Chalip (2006) calls this the
creation of liminality, which involves a sense of celebration and camaraderie. He
also identified “enabling sociability, creating event related social events, facilitat-
ing informal social opportunities, producing ancillary events, and theming” (Chalip,
2006, 113) as potential strategies. While direct involvement of the local residents
with MSEs is rather limited, community capacity can still be created through organ-
ised events related to the MSE (e.g., VanWynsberghe, Kwan & Van Luijk, 2011).
Spaces for public viewing are well developed for MSEs for instance (e.g., Burnett
& Wessels, 2012). Moreover, the support of residents creates the potential to convert
each type of sport event into a festival (e.g., Chalip, 2006; Gursoy & Kendall, 2006).
For example, Burnett and Wessels (2012) analysed the behaviour of attendants at
fan parks and public viewing sites during the 2010 FIFA World Cup in South Africa,
and concluded that “most respondents preferred public viewing areas due to the cost
factor, accessibility, festive atmosphere and celebrating with other members of an
identifiable subculture” (Burnett & Wessels, 151). Interestingly, all respondents held
South African citizenship; 11.5% of those held a dual citizenship. O’Brien (2007)
analysed community benefits from hosting a regional surf festival, however, the com-
munity benefits discussed were mainly focussed on local business opportunities (i.e.,
businesses, tourism and sponsership) rather than benefits for local residents. The
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only link made towards local residents was the festival’s “feel good” factor created
through spontaneous theming of local businesses in the main street; a place where
local residents could meet and benefit from the “town’s celebratory atmosphere”
{O’Brien, 159). Obviously, people have the opportunity to meet new acquaintances
in the context of both types of events (e.g., Chalip, 2006).

MSESs create opportunities for new social movements and opposition coalitions
increasing social capital both locally and globally (e.g., Smith, 2009). While these
phenomena are well documented for MSEs, there is limited empirical evidence for
NMSEs. However, it can be assumed that NMSEs can also trigger these types of
movements at a local level. Increased social polarisation, creating and/or reinforc-
ing inequity {e.g., the ‘Not in My Back Yard” mentality) is possible in the context
of MSEs (e.g., Misener & Mason, 2006; Smith, 2009), but probably not for NMSEs
since the latter are less intrusive and require none, or very limited infrastructure.
Disrupting life because of factors such as increased stress, noise, denial of rights and
civil liberties, traffic congestion, parking problems, reduced access to public spaces,
and negative behaviour of event attendees (e.g., Fredline et al., 2003; Smith, 2009)
can occur with both types of events, but are less likely to happen with NMSEs.

Human capital

Human capital refers to skills that people possess (Sweetland, 1996). Investing in
those skills contributes to personal growth and development, and can also bring eco-
nomic returns (e.g., Gratton & Taylor, 2000). Sport events provide opportunities for
knowledge and skill development for local residents through school and other pro-
grams that are organised specifically in and around the event. These initiatives are,
in essence, possible for both types of events (e.g., Koenig & Leopkey, 2009, Kapla-
nidou, 2012). However, opportunities for personal growth and skill development of
local residents through volunteering, officiating, and organizing, are expected to be
higher for local residents in the context of smaller events since chances that locals
take part in the planning and management of smail/medium sized events is far greater
than in the context of large or mega events (e.g., Taks et al,, 2011). Note that MSEs
draw people with expertise from far away regions, thereby limiting opportunities
for local people to execute the higher end tasks that contribute to personal growth.
The large contingent of local volunteers that MSEs draw upon (e.g., Harris, 2012;
Zhuang & Girginov, 2012) are often to execute the more common, lower-end tasks,
which do not necessarily require specialised skills. MSEs’ contributions for personal
growth are therefore rather limited. This assumption requires more in-depth examina-
tion. Approximately 70,000 volunteers were selected for the 2012 Olympic Games in
London. While there are no exact data at this moment to identify the ratio of “local”
volunteers, Nichols (in press) expected the volunteers to come disproportionately
from London based on the fact that no travel expenses were provided to cover at least



132 Marijke Taks

for trips to London for training, and no assistance was provided with finding accom-
modation in London. However, the city of London itself created its own volunteer
programme called London Ambassadors. These volunteers assisted the public around
London. These people are more likely to continue to volunteer for local events in
London. This is a prime example of a sustainable outcome for the local community.
It should also be noted that the potential lack for personal growth does not prevent
local volunteers from gaining positive experiences through social interactions. The
majority of volunteers for NMSEs are generally locals, and most cover all necessary
tasks, including the more skilled ones. The 2007 World Artistic Gymnastics Champi-
onships, a NMSE hosted in Stuttgart (Germany) attracted volunteers from the imme-
diate area of the city (20%), the surrounding state of Baden- Wiirttemberg, as well as
from the rest of Germany. Almost all volunteers (97%) were German citizens, while
3% came from other countries. Only 6% of the volunteers stayed in paid accommoda-
tion (Jarvis & Blank, 2011).

Discussion

So far, we have explored various social impacts and outcomes of MSEs and NMSEs,
and provided examples where possible, whether they were positive or negative, or
sustainable. The long-term benefits of the hosting and staging of mega-events are
questioned and certainly unevenly shared (Horne & Manzenreiter, 2006); the long-
term benefits of NMSEs are virtually unknown. Table 1 highlights the potential social
impacts for local residents from hosting events; those highlighted in bold represent a
higher tendency for positive outcomes.

The table reveals that NMSEs have potentially more positive social impacts on
the quality of life of the residents in the host community compared to MSEs. The con-
cept of social capital assists in explaining this phenomenon. Following Bourdieu’s
{1979) definition, social capital is described as a source of network-mediated benefits
beyond the immediate family. For instance, community networks, relationships of
trust and reciprocity, and social inclusion are central to the concept of social capital
(Coleman as cited in Misener & Mason, 2006). Events are a means by which durable
networks, mutual acquaintances and reciprocal relationships are formed. While both
positive and negative social capital can be constructed through the hosting of events,
NMSEs seem to have a higher potential for the creation or reinforcing of horizontal
social capital (civic participation and high levels of social trust). This is due to the
higher level of bounding and ownership in the case of NMSEs, as compared to MSEs.
The latter rather reinforces a form of vertical or “linking’ social capital, which rep-
resents a form of inequality between and among citizens (Misener & Mason, 2006).
Misener and Mason (2006) offer four propositions related to how events can offer
meaningful sources of social capital: (a) community values should be central to all
decision-making processes; (b} various stakeholders, particularly community interest
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groups should be involved in strategic activities related to events; (c¢) collaborative
actions should empower local communities to become agents of change; and, (d)
open communication and mutual learning throughout strategic activities related to
events must be maintained to minimise power brokering. All four propositions have
a higher likelihood to succeed for NMSEs in smaller cities as opposed to MSEs in
larger cities. For instance, the idea of creating coherent networks within communi-
ties seems more plausible for small and medium sized events, which are by default
embedded in local communities.

Table 1: Social impact perspectives based on type of event: Non-mega sport events (NMSEs) ver-
sus mega sport events (MSEs)

NMSEs(*) MSEs(*)
Power relations
1. Urban regime is driving force to stage event Perhaps Usually
2. Loss of local autonomy Less likely More likely
3. Redistribution of funding from social programs Perbaps Yes
Urban regeneration
4. Urban regeneration Unlikely Usually yes
5. Displacement of less powerful groups, forced Unlikely Possibly
eviction, loss of affordable housing
6. Sport infrastructure: upgrading and construction Oceasionally Yes
Socialisation
7. Enhancing identity and pride Locally/Nationally  Locally/Nationally/
Globally
8. Feeling of empowerment for new direction of Maybe Probably
the city
9. Social engagement, feeling of common good, Probably Probably
shared experience, collective solidarity
10. Possibility of attending the core event Yes Not necessarily
11. Experiencing the peripheral activities, atmos- Yes Yes
phere and social opportunities of the event
12. Opportunities to meet new people Yes Yes
13, Opportunities for new social movements and Maybe, locally Yes, globally
opposition coalition increasing social capital
14. Increased social polarisation, creating and/or Unlikely Possibly
reinforcing inequity
15. Disrupting life of local residents Unlikely Very likely
Human Capital
16. General knowledge and skill development Yes Maybe
17. Knowledge and skill development through as- High Low

sociation with the event

Note. (*) Bold refers to higher positive impacts when comparing both types of events
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If Raco’s (2004) argument is followed that the vision of a self-sustaining urban com-
munity is one where people play a key role in its planning, design and stewardship
(i.e., bottom-up strategy), it is clear that this opportunity presents itself much more
for NMSEHs compared to MSEs. Smith (2009) emphasises that empowering citizens
in this manner is equitable and ethical, and therefore socially sustainable.

While bids for mega events, such as the Olympic Games or the FIFA World Cup
are required to demonstrate some types of meaningful social outcomes, their relative
value of “social capital” remains uncertain. For example, the London 2012 Cultural
Olympiad focuses on building social capital, but this is clearly a top-down strat-
egy, ‘enforcing’ change in communities. Continuing on the example of the London
2012 OG, while being hosted in the city of London, they were promoted as the “UK
Games”, and thus the country’s Games (Foley et al., 2012).

MSEs are primarily externally focused as cities are trying to gain a better mar-
ket position in this global world. Their primary concern is not the people in the host
community (e.g., Smith, 2009). However, even if MSEs are commercially oriented,
the question remains as to whether global events can create ‘connectedness’ at the
local level. The answer is, yes, MSEs can still contribute to creating forms of so-
cial identity at the local level (Coalter in Smith, 2009). Activities such as Olympic
Torch relays, for example, boost pride and identity (e.g., Chalip, 2006; Hiller, 2000).
However, they need to do more than serve commercial needs and develop support
for ‘Olympism’, or significant questions will remain over the longevity of positive
outcomes of these initiatives.

Another example of the creation of new public environments to engineer social
sustainability (e.g., Smith, 2009) is the Centennial Olympic Park in Atlanta, which to
this day is a place for special events and social gatherings (Kaplanidou, 2012). This is
an example where intangible outcomes, such as social experiences and a sense of be-
longing can be created through the use of a tangible legacy (i.e., the Olympic Parks).

As is the case for sport clubs and other contexts, sport events have the power of
bringing groups together and creating relationships. Chalip (2006) posits that sport
events are indeed more than only entertainment, and that they allow for the addition
of a social value to the event. Chalip offered a theoretical framework for studying
the social utility of events and argued that the event may be merely a catalyst, in the
sense that factors that transcend sport may be at play, and is referred to as liminality.
A related sense of community that is created is referred to as communitas. Liminality
and communitas both tend to foster social capital. Celebration and social camaraderie
are the basic ingredients required to create liminality, and can be fostered through
both NMSEs and MSEs, as previously illustrated.

Overall, it seems more likely for NMSEs to improve the quality of community
life as opposed to MSEs. Small/medium sized events have more potential to develop
‘social infrastructure” in communities (Misener & Mason, 2006), defined as formal or
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informal supporting social structures “enabling interaction among community mem-
bers and neighbourhood networks” (40).

While both types of events allow local communities to create meaningful part-
nerships which have the potential to remain in existence long after the event is gone.
Long-term sustainability requires meaningful involvement of citizens at every stage.
Again, this appears more plausible to succeed in the context of smaller events. What
is at stake here is that the structures created for a one-off event do not disappear once
the event is over; the lines of communication and collaboration are sustained and
maybe even strengthened after the event. In this context, a strategy of event portfolios
might be considered (e.g., Ziakas & Costa, 2011). However, in order for sport events
to fulfill a local community’s needs, these needs first have to be identified, and that
too is probably easier in the context of NMSEs. Subsequently, specific tactics and
strategies can be put info place.

While the potential ‘power’ to create positive social impacts of small and me-
dium sized events is recognised here, previous research has indicated that desirable
outcomes (including limiting negative ones) should be leveraged. That is, event out-
comes need to be specifically planned and strategically implemented before, dur-
ing and after the event (e.g., Chalip & Leyns, 2002; Chalip, 2006, O’Brien, 2007;
O’Brien & Chalip 2007). However, in order to sustain positive outcomes, a second
round of leveraging may be necessary. More efforts and planning will have to be fo-
cussed on the longer term application and promotion of legacy programs.

A major question to be raised here is: “Who is going to be responsible, and
who will take ownership of taking on these tasks?”. One example is the Olympic
Games Impact study (OGl), an initiative mandated by the IOC for the Olympic win-
ter Games in Vancouver, to gather economic, environmental, and social impact data
to evaluate changes in the host region produced by the Games. The OGI has a 12-
year reporting period, starting 2 years before awarding of the bid, and ending 3 years
after the event, which is 2013 for the Vancouver Winter Olympics (VanWynsberghe,
Derom & Maurer, 2012). Unfortunatley, no examples can be provided for NMSEs.

It should be noted that the way we defined NMSEs is somewhat narrow. We
considered it as the smaller version of the MSE, thus as a one-off, discontinuous
spectator event, that is of short duration and out of the ordinary. It is evident that there
are many other forms of NMSEs, such as world or national championships that are
part of an annual cycle or participant events, which social impacts and outcomes also
warrant further investigation. Obviously, the size of the city also plays an important
role in the extent of the social impact and outcomes of sport events. The potential
ability of NMSEs to create sustainable social outcomes in smaller cities may com-
pletely be lost when similar events are being hosted in larger cities due to the looser
social network that exist in larger cities. This too, is an interesting avenue for further
mvestigation.
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Conclusion

While events can have a variety of impacts (i.e., economic, tourism, physical, social,
and sport participation), the focus of this contribution was on social impacts and
positive and negative outcomes that sport events can have on residents in host com-
munities. Most of the research so far has been focussing on large scale events, or
mega sport events (MSEs), such as the Olympic Games or the Football World Cup,
while smaller and medium sized sport events, or non-mega sport events (NMSEs) are
under-researched in this area. Therefore, this contribution is more of an “exploration”
when it comes to identifying sustainable social outcomes of smaller and medium
sized sport events, which are predominantly hosted in smaller and medium sized
cities. It was not the intention of this contribution to be solely a criticism on social
impacts of MSEs.

Social impacts of NMSEs and MSEs were contrasted and compared from four
different social perspectives, namely, power relations, urban regeneration, socialisa-
tion and human capital. Overall, NMSEs appear to provide more positive social im-
pact and outcome opportunities for local residents compared to MSEs. However,
accurately measuring impacts of events is extremely complex. Starting to understand
how these social impacts vary according to the types of events and the types of com-
munities that host these events, is a first step in increasing an understanding of what
each type of event actually means for local residents who are directly affected by
these events. Trying to explain why these social impacts vary and why NMSEs ap-
pear to provide more sustainable social opportunities for local communities requires
further investigation in areas such as community theory, social exchange theory, bot-
tom-up strategy, processes of community cohesiveness and the creation of social cap-
ital, collaboration theory and partnership building (e.g., Schulenkorf, 2012; Ziakas
& Costa, 2011). For instance, the nature of MSE planning does not start at the com-
munity level. The community reacts to plans presented to them (top-down-strategy),
rather than being involved in creating them and taking part in each step of the process
(bottom-up strategy). This bottom-up strategy installs a sense of ownership (Hiller,
2000), a solid foundation for carrying positive outcomes. In summary, MSEs have a
tremendous global reach with both global and local impacts. The negative social out-
comes of MSEs for local residents are more prominent than the positive ones, as they
hold a high level of risk. Small and medium sized events, on the other hand, do not
have this global reach, but their positive social outcomes for local residents surpasses
the negative ones, and because there are many more of them, NMSEs may be more
relevant as a means for creating durable benefits for host communities. Moreover,
at the aggregate level, their impact may provide more lasting global benefits, as op-
posed to MSEs.

Given that there is not much empirical evidence yet on the social impacts and
outcomes of small or medium scale events compared to the larger global events,
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many of the arguments provided here are based on assumptions. A broader research
agenda on the true value of small and medium sized events is therefore warranted,
and collecting appropriate empirical data is definitely the next step. To paraphrase it
with Horne’s (2007} saying, it is the territory of “the unknown, unknown” that re-
quires more digging. This will require longitudinal work. There is reason to believe
that small-to-medium sized sport events have much to offer to local communities
if properly leveraged. Based on the above, they have the capacity to be ‘big fish in
many small ponds’, while mega sport events are rather ‘small fish in a big pond’,
when it comes to their potential or capacity for leaving a positive and sustainable
legacy in the global world.
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