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Abstract

Residents are main actors in the context of publicly funded sport events due to their role
as taxpayers, and the importance of their support in an event’s success. The use of taxpayer
dollars for hosting sport events is typically justified by event proponents (e.g., the local
government) by highlighting purported positive event outcomes for the community. The extent
to which such outcomes are attained may therefore influence the relationship between residents
and their local government. Thus, the purpose of this dissertation was to investigate the long-
term outcomes of publicly funded, non-mega sport events, and to examine the role of trust,
knowledge, and power in the public/government relationship and event support in relation to
these outcomes. To achieve this purpose, | focused on two publicly funded non-mega sport
events, specifically the 2011 and 2019 Canada Winter Games, and drew on agency theory. The
project progressed through three phases of research, each culminating in a research article. The
first phase involved outlining the theoretical approach taken for this project. Next, | investigated
the event objectives and long-term outcomes from resident and event provider perspectives.
Finally, I investigated the public/government relationship by determining factors that predict
general political trust and event support.

The first article explains how agency theory, and the concepts of power, knowledge, and
trust can be used to investigate political implications of publicly funded sport events. The second
article suggests that while most residents evaluated their respective event positively, the interests
of residents and event providers regarding event objectives and outcomes diverge. The final
article revealed that event experiences positively predicted event support three- and 11-years
following the event, and that residents’ power (i.e., ability to influence) negatively predicted

political trust, while knowledge (i.e., understanding) positively impacted political trust in the



iii
event context. The three articles are preceded by a general introduction and are wrapped-up by a
concluding chapter.

Cumulatively, the results demonstrate that actors within the context of a publicly funded
non-mega sport event may act as principals and agents in various moments of the event hosting
process. Further, findings suggest that ensuring host residents are informed of the event will
foster trust in the local government, and that community-focused tangible outcomes in particular
will foster event support. This dissertation contributes conceptually and empirically to sport
event management literature by taking a long-term post-event perspective on publicly funded,
non-mega sport events. Practically, event providers should ensure that residents are fully
informed of the event hosting process, and should ensure that tangible, and sustainable event
outcomes occur as these seem to impact the most residents in a host community even from a
long-term perspective. Finally, this work outlines the need for future research addressing
methodological challenges in non-mega sport event research, investigating opportunism and
monitoring in principal-agent relationships, and determining appropriate public engagement

strategies for sustainable event outcomes.
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Chapter |
Introduction

Government, broadly defined, is responsible for providing social services to the public
(Carey et al., 2017; Lazar & Seal, 2005). Various levels of government in Canada (municipal,
provincial/territorial, and federal) each have different roles in this regard yet are all responsible
for governing the use of taxpayers’ dollars to meet the needs of citizens. Municipal, or local
government in particular is charged with offering safe public spaces for citizens to use such as
parks, libraries, and community centres, supporting local arts and recreation initiatives, and
ensuring day-to-day operations run smoothly like waste removal, emergency services, and public
transportation (Carey et al., 2017). More strategically, local governments are tasked with making
decisions regarding housing and infrastructure policy, law enforcement, and municipal budgets.
Decisions that local government officials make on behalf of their citizens can affect citizens’
voting behaviour and citizens’ feelings towards their local government (Kellison & Mills, 2020).

One part of a local government’s role is related to tourism, arts, culture, and sport and
recreation initiatives (Carey et al., 2017). For instance, an aspect of a local government strategy
may be developing a tourism marketing campaign or determining how much public funding to
devote to sport infrastructure development. Often, local government will also be tasked with
working alongside other stakeholders to decide whether their city should bid for, and ultimately
host, publicly funded sport events (Black, 2008; Carey et al., 2017; Misener & Mason, 2010).

Publicly funded sport events are sport events of any size that utilize a substantial amount
of public funding (i.e., taxpayer dollars) to either bid for or host the event. This funding in the
form of monetary support is usually accompanied by in-kind support. Publicly funded sport

events can vary in size and type from mega events requiring significant resource allocation (e.g.,



the Olympics or FIFA World Cup) to small, one-off sport events (Gammon, 2020). Scholars
have typified sport events based on their economic impact (Gratton et al., 2000), media reach
(Chappelet & Parent, 2017), and based on the resources needed to host the event (Agha & Taks,
2015). Despite these suggestions, there remains a lack of consensus regarding how to typify sport
events. In the context of this study, | focus on non-mega sport events that are one-off, smaller in
scope, impact, and resource demand than mega sport events (Agha & Taks, 2015), yet still create
a shock in the host community (Taks et al., 2015) and require a substantial amount of public
funding. This definition best described the type of events in question (The Canada Games,
discussed in more detail below). Thus, | refer to the events | study throughout this dissertation as
“non-mega sport events” hereafter.

Regardless of the type of publicly funded sport event, decisions that local governments
make regarding level of financial support are important given the opportunity-cost of such
decisions in a context where funds are finite (Crompton, 1995; Kesenne, 2012; Taks et al., 2011).
For instance, if a government chooses to support a sport event and draws on public money to do
S0, there may be other (non-)sport initiatives or projects that could have been funded otherwise.
Often, to justify sport event support, governments will highlight the positive outcomes that may
arise from hosting, including, but not limited to, economic (see Agha & Taks, 2018; Baade &
Matheson, 2016; Daniels et al., 2004; Jiménez-Naranjo et al., 2016), social (see Bull & Lovell,
2007; Chen et al., 2018; Deery & Jago, 2010; Gibson et al., 2014; Girginov & Hills, 2009; Ma &
Kaplanidou, 2017), urban development (see Andranovich et al., 2001; Burbank et al., 2001,
Smith, 2012) and sport participation (see Aizawa et al., 2018; Chalip et al., 2017; Hayday et al.,

2017; Ramchandani et al., 2015; Veal et al., 2019; Weed et al., 2015) outcomes.



While a local government may have multiple roles and responsibilities within their
community, their ultimate task is to ensure the needs of their citizens are met as well as possible
(Carey et al., 2017; Lazar & Seal, 2005; Tindal, 1977). This role includes decisions related to
sport events, how public money is used, and whether public needs and interests are met through
sport event hosting. Therefore, the extent to which residents know about events, are engaged in
decision making, whether promised outcomes are achieved, and their actual experiences with a
sport event may have implications for how residents feel about their local government.

Given claims made by event proponents regarding possible event impacts, scholars have
investigated the extent to which hosting sport events can bring about such positive outcomes.
This work has largely been conducted in the context of mega sport events, where limited
economic outcomes are observed for the host community, and evidence of social outcomes,
particularly long-term social outcomes, is lacking. Thus, scholars have pointed to first a strategic
turn in seeking positive event outcomes (see Chalip, 2000, 2004; O’Brien & Chalip, 2008), and
have suggested that perhaps smaller, or non-mega sport events have more potential for host
communities compared to their mega sport event counterparts (see Agha & Taks, 2015; Taks,
2013, 2016).

Considering these lines of thought, this dissertation sought to investigate the long-term
outcomes of publicly funded, non-mega sport events (in this case two iterations of the Canada
Games), and to examine the role of trust, knowledge, and power in the public/government
relationship and event support in relation to these outcomes. The following sections provide an
overview of relevant literature and substantiate the research questions investigated to achieve the

purpose of the project. Next, the research approach is presented, including the research context,



philosophical worldview, research design, and methods. Finally, an outline of the dissertation is
offered before proceeding to chapter I1.
Theoretical Framework and Literature Review

Actors in the (Publicly Funded) Sport Event Context

Scholars have clearly articulated that there are many actors involved in bidding for, and
hosting sport events of all sizes (see Parent & Chappelet, 2017). For instance, event rights
holders, sport organizations, sponsors, athletes, host residents, event organizing committees,
local, regional, and national governments, each have interests and roles in sport event hosting
(Parent, 2016; Parent & Chappelet, 2017). Figure 1.1 below represents many of the actors
involved in the major sport event context. Scholars have often used stakeholder theory to better
understand the roles, responsibilities, and relationships between actors within event contexts.

Stakeholder theory focuses on those individuals or groups who affect, or are affected by,
an organization’s actions (Freeman, 1984; Friedman et al., 2004). In sport event research,
scholars have employed stakeholder theory to understand planning and implementation processes
(Parent, 2008), risk management (Leopkey & Parent, 2009; Parent & Séguin, 2007), and more
broadly, decision making (Parent, 2010). Stakeholder theory provides researchers the
opportunity to investigate a central organization and the multitude of actors (their stakeholders)
within a sport event context. Typically, the event organizing committee or rights holder has been
considered the central organization in this context (see Figure 1.1 below; Parent & Smith-Swan,
2013). Existing work in this area has offered important insights into how sport events are bid for,
planned, implemented, and how event outcomes may be managed. Within the broader network of
sport event stakeholders, the (local) government and host city residents have a relationship which

exists prior to, during, and long after an event is hosted. This relationship is of particular



importance for publicly funded sport events. Thus, the two specific actors that | focus on in this
dissertation are the host residents and the (local) government.
Figure 1.1

A major sport event’s stakeholder map
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Note. Shaded areas demonstrate the actors of interest in this study. Adapted from Managing
major sports events: Theory and practice, (pp. 17) by M. M. Parent and S. Smith-Swan, 2013.
Copyright 2013 by Routledge. Reprinted with permission.

Role of the Government

In Canada, all three levels of government (federal, provincial/territorial, and municipal)
are involved in sport, and therefore sport events, to varying extents. The role of government
actors in sport event hosting depends on a few factors, such as to which level of government we
are referring, and what type of event is being sought. Generally, the coordination and
collaboration between levels increases along with the complexity of the event in question (Carey

etal., 2017).



The Canadian federal government has been directly involved in sport broadly, and sport
events specifically, since the 1960s (Comeau, 2013; McCloy, 2009; McCloy & Thibault, 2013;
Thibault & Harvey, 2013). Currently the Canadian Sport Policy 2012 highlights events as means
to promote economic development, community development, high-performance sport success,
civic pride and engagement, and general benefits for Canadian communities (Government of
Canada, 2012). Further, the Federal Policy on Hosting International Sport Events clearly outlines
the federal government’s position regarding event hosting. While these documents indicate
political support of sport and sport events specifically, federal funding systems like the Hosting
Program indicate financial support of certain sport event hosting initiatives as well. Provincial
and territorial governments are similarly involved in supporting sport in general, and sport events
specifically. This support is indicated in provincial and territorial policies and funding
opportunities, and the political support often offered when events are sought after. For example,
the Province of Alberta published Going the Distance: The Alberta Sport Plan in 2014. This
policy outlined the province’s strategy to advance sport through 2024, including the Alberta
Government’s goal of hosting more local, provincial, national, and international sport events.
The policy clearly demonstrated the Province’s will in seeking and funding events at all levels
(Alberta Government, 2014).

Local governments in Canada are comprised of elected officials, and the public servants
who work to implement municipal policy and city services (Carey et al., 2017). As discussed
above, local government has a wide variety of roles and responsibilities regarding its residents,
including but not limited to, infrastructure development and maintenance, waste removal, and
social provisions such as recreation and culture services (Lazar & Seal, 2005). In the context of

publicly funded sport events, local government may be involved in bidding for, and hosting



events either through political, financial, and in-kind support. Municipal governments may also
have policies or strategic documents to help guide decision making in relation to event bidding
and hosting. For instance, the City of Red Deer has recently developed a Major Event Strategy
and Destination Development Framework (2021). This strategy outlines the city’s goal of “being
recognized as the top major event destination among mid-sized cities in Canada.” (Expedition
Management Consulting & City of Red Deer, 2021). In this strategic document, events are
highlighted as ways to meet economic and social goals within the city, and a key component of
the city’s broader destination development strategy. Sport events are clearly positioned as
desirable and appropriate for the City of Red Deer to meet these goals.

Each level of government’s involvement in sport event bidding and hosting, and the type
and extent of support will depend on the type of event as well. For instance, a small, one-off,
day-long sport event in small town Nova Scotia will likely not receive the attention of the federal
or provincial governments, while hosting a mega event like the Olympic Games will require
much interest and financial commitment from all three levels of government (Bakhsh et al.,
2022). The role of each level of government in the event contexts included in this study are
outlined in more detail in the research context section below and in Chapter I1I.

Host Residents

Host residents are typically defined as those individuals living within the city in which an
event is hosted. Elsewhere, this group has been defined as the host community (Derom et al.,
2017). Host residents are a central actor within sport event contexts, and particularly publicly
funded sport event contexts, for two main reasons. First and foremost, host residents are
taxpayers and therefore their tax dollars may be used to fund aspects of sport event hosting or

event-related development within a city (e.g., infrastructure development and/or improvement).



Further, justification for hosting an event in the first place often includes potential positive
outcomes for the host community in general, not only for those involved in sport. This means
that for their investment, host residents deserve some type of return from their city hosting an
event (Davies et al., 2019; Késenne, 2012). Second, host residents’ support of event hosting is
integral to the success of hosting an event (Helsen et al., 2022; Preuss & Solberg, 2006; Rocha,
2020).

Given governments’ role in supporting sport event hosting, their role in meeting the
needs of the public, and residents’ role as taxpayer, I suggest that the local government should, at
least in part, be responsible for ensuring that community-focused event objectives are worked
towards, and ideally met, post-event. The public/government relationship is thus worthy of
investigation in the context of publicly funded sport events.

Theorizing the Public/Government Relationship

While stakeholder theory, described above, provides an overall picture of the actors involved in
sport event processes, the investigation of the public/government relationship in publicly funded
sport events requires a narrower perspective. The relationship between these two actors
specifically could be conceptualized as an exchange relationship, or as a principal/steward or
principal-agent relationship. In an exchange relationship, residents are assumed to provide event
support if the benefits of the event outweigh the costs, whereas in stewardship or agency
relationships, the government is positioned as acting for, or on behalf of, residents. Each of these
approaches will be discussed briefly below.

Social Exchange Theory. Research focusing on host residents, sport events, and the
public/government relationship to date has primarily used social exchange theory to better

understand how and why residents do or do not support hosting events (e.g., Kim & Manoli,



2022). Social exchange theory posits that if one party determines the benefits of a potential
interaction or exchange to outweigh the costs, that they will engage in that exchange (Ap, 1992;
Blau, 1986). When considering the role of the government in supporting sport event hosting,
social exchange theory could be used to investigate the public/government relationship in regard
to sport event objectives and outcomes.

Social exchange theory is a valid and useful theory for investigating event support and
event outcomes, and its popularity in sport event research supports this (Deery & Jago, 2010;
Gursoy & Kendall, 2006; Karadakis & Kaplanidou, 2012; Weimar & Rocha, 2017). However,
the extent of its use in this area leaves other theoretical perspectives lacking, and as such there is
an opportunity to conceptualize the public/government relationship in regard to event objectives
and outcomes in a different way. Of particular importance is that social exchange theory does not
position the government explicitly as an actor that is meant to work for its residents. Stewardship
theory and agency theory both offer this particular perspective, each through a unique lens.

Stewardship Theory. Stewardship theory explains a dyadic relationship between two
parties: a steward and its principals. In stewardship theory, principals delegate certain tasks to
their stewards, who are charged with working in the principal’s best interest (Davis et al., 1997).
Stewardship theory is underpinned by the assumption that actors within the relationship want to
act altruistically and are motivated not by their own goals but by the goals of their principals
(Schillemans, 2013). Stewardship theory could allow researchers to centre the dyadic
public/government relationship within the sport event research context, and as citizens, we may
want to believe that our governments act in our best interest; however, the assumption of
altruism in the sport event context may not necessarily fit. In the context of sport event hosting, it

has been observed in many different instances where government decisions do not align with
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resident interests and needs (discussed in more detail below), and therefore, while actors may be
well-intentioned, the central tenets of agency theory as opposed to stewardship theory seem to
prevail in this context.

Agency Theory. Agency theory, or principal-agent theory, consists of theorizing the
relationship between two parties; the principal who delegates certain tasks or responsibilities to
their agent (Eisenhardt, 1989a; Mitnick, 1973; Shapiro, 2005). A basic visual representation of
the principal-agent relationship in the political context is outlined in Figure 1.2. Agency theory
has its roots in economics, where the principal-agent relationship primarily exists within
contractual, business contexts (see Jensen & Meckling, 1976). However, fields such as political
science and sociology have since adapted and applied the theory to other contexts as well.

According to Mitnick (1973), the principal-agent relationship is not unlike the
relationship between constituents and elected officials, whereby the elected officials (agents) are
acting for the constituents (principals). Agency theory is underpinned by two main concepts, or
problems; information asymmetry and conflicting interests (Waterman & Meier, 1998).
Information asymmetry describes how often the agent will have more information than their
principal in a specific context. Conflicting interests describes how the principal and the agent
will have different interests and goals in the partnership. The extent to which information
asymmetry and conflicting interests occur in a principal-agent relationship determine the extent
to which the agent may act opportunistically and put their own needs ahead of those of their
principal. Thus, the main assumption of agency theory is that the agent will act in their own self-

interest when possible.
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Figure 1.2

Principal-Agent Relationship

Elects, pays taxes, entrusts with meeting needs

Information Asymmetry

. Agent
Conlflicting Interests s

Principal

(residents) (government)

Provides services, performs

Note. Adapted from Twinomurinzi and Ghartey-Tagoe (2011)

The theoretical approach for this dissertation is therefore grounded in applying agency
theory to the public/government relationship in the sport event context and draws specifically on
how resident experiences with a sport event may influence their relationship with their local
government. Agency theory has been applied in various sporting contexts (e.g., Geeraert &
Drieskens, 2015; Mason, 1997; Mason et al., 2006; Mason & Slack, 2005; Schlesinger &
Doherty, 2020; Steele & Scherrer, 2018); however, has not yet been applied to the
public/government relationship in a sport event context. Phase 1 of this project outlines the
application of agency theory to the sport event context and is described in Chapter 11 below. The
theoretical approach to this project is also subsequently described in relation to each of the two

empirical papers, presented in Chapters Il and IV.
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Interest Alignment, Event Objectives, and Outcomes

Government event supporters have often justified hosting and financial contributions by
promoting various supposed event legacies or outcomes for the host community. The interests in
event hosting of the event providers, including the government, and host residents may not
necessarily align (McGillivray & McPherson, 2012). For instance, in the context of mega event
hosting, political motivations can drive hosting, while the outcomes of events may be inequitable
and, ultimately citizens may not reap many, or any, benefits (Black, 2017). When interests do
align, and event objectives are planned with the host community in mind, such objectives may
still not be realized post-event.

The concept of legacy has become embedded in the sport event bidding and hosting
process since the 1980s (Leopkey & Parent, 2016). In 2007, Preuss defined sport event legacies
as all that remains following an event. Preuss (2007) conceptualized legacy using a cube,
focusing on planned, unplanned, positive, negative, tangible, and intangible categorizations of
legacy. Prior to Preuss’ definition, scholars identified and categorized various outcomes of
events. For instance, Ritchie (1984) identified six categories of impacts from hallmark events.
These included sociocultural, economic, political, psychological, tourism/commercial, and
physical (Ritchie, 1984). Other research has distinguished between the triple-bottom-line of
event impacts, that is, the economic, social, and environmental outcomes of hosting. Research
existing in each of these three areas has primarily focused on the impacts of mega sport events
(Taks, 2013).

Economically, most research has highlighted the lack of positive economic impact from
hosting mega sport events (Késenne, 2012; Mdiller, 2017), while others have outlined the cost

overruns associated with hosting such large events (Flyvbjerg et al., 2021). Scholars have
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outlined that the methods used to produce economic impact assessments on mega sport events
are typically imbalanced, and therefore suggest an inflated positive impact (Késenne, 2012; Taks
et al., 2011). When methods such as cost-benefit analyses are used; however, it is clear that often
the costs of hosting outweigh the benefits for the host community (Black, 2008).

Given the lack of economic legacy or positive economic outcomes from mega sport
events, event proponents have turned to highlighting supposed positive social impacts from
hosting. These included social outcomes like social cohesion, well-being, psychic income, sport
participation and community spirit, and more (Fredline et al., 2003; Taks & Rocha, 2022). In
their research on social outcomes from sport events, researchers have found that while there may
be some short-term positive impacts, there is inconsistent and limited evidence to suggest that
social outcomes are sustainable and remain long after hosting (Chen et al., 2018; Gibson et al.,
2014). For example, investigating event outcomes eight months post-event, Gibson and
colleagues (2014) found that while psychic income increased from pre- to post-event, social
cohesion decreased.

Elsewhere, Rocha (2020) found that residents’ perceptions of event outcomes of the 2016
Olympic Games decreased in the two years post-event. While some researchers have begun
focusing on a longer-term perspective (e.g., Bakhsh et al., 2022; Rocha, 2020), there remains a
lack of research on event outcomes longer than two years after hosting. In relation to increased
sport participation, research does not support a sustained effect from hosting sport events (for
notable exceptions, see Aizawa et al., 2018; Chalip et al., 2017). Thus, without strategic and
deliberate planning, there is a lack of long-term positive social outcomes for the host community
(Chalip et al., 2017; Misener, 2015). This suggests that promises made by event proponents

regarding the outcomes intended for host residents do not necessarily come to fruition, and
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therefore may not fulfill the interests of host residents, or at the least are not meeting
presupposed, well-intentioned, event objectives.

Indeed, scholars have determined that simply hosting an event does not produce lasting,
sustainable, and positive outcomes for the host community (Chalip, 2017; Derom et al., 2017,
Taks et al., 2015). Thus, researchers have suggested various ways to strategically plan for, and
pursue, event outcomes as well as conditions within which such outcomes are more likely to
occur. First, many sport event scholars have turned to the concept of leveraging as opposed to
legacy. Leveraging was first introduced by Chalip (2000, 2006) and is focused on the strategic
use of sport events to achieve pre-determined objectives. Leveraging was initially developed in
the context of mega sport events and focused on how events could be used as tools in achieving
economic and tourism objectives (Chalip, 2000; Chalip & Leyns, 2002; O’Brien, 2007) and
social goals (Chalip, 2006; O’Brien & Chalip, 2008). The economic leverage model is based on
the event portfolio of the city or region and focuses on increasing visitor spending and extending
their stays in the area in order to improve economic potential of the event (Chalip, 2017). The
social leverage model is based on leveraging communitas (the sense of community that can occur
for those attending a sport event) and liminality (a feeling of celebration and the sense that social
rules have been relaxed) associated with an event and aligning the event with the targeted social
issues identified in the host area (Chalip, 2006, 2017). While leveraging for long-term,
sustainable outcomes of sport events, challenges remain in applying leveraging tactics in
practice. Researchers continue to express that leveraging is challenging due to the relationships
necessary to execute the strategy, the necessary capacity to carry out leveraging plans which
some organizations may lack, and certain restrictions on what leveraging strategies may be

employed (Chalip, 2014; Kelly et al., 2019).



15

Second, scholars have begun to point to the potential of smaller, non-mega sport events to
achieve pre-determined objectives, impact the host community positively, or at the least, mitigate
negative impacts that may be seen in the mega sport event context. Where mega sport events, or
Type A events are “irregular, one-0ff, major international spectator events generating significant
economic activity and media interest” (Gratton et al., 2000, p. 26), non-mega sport events are
those events which are one-off, smaller in resource demand, yet still create a shock in the host
community (Taks et al, 2015). These one-off non-mega sport events align more with Gratton and
colleagues’ (2000) Type C events; “irregular, one-off, major international spectator/competitor
events generating limited economic activity” (p. 26) and Type D events; “major competitor
events generating limited economic activity and part of an annual cycle of sports events” (p. 26).
The potential of these smaller non-mega sport events in comparison to their mega sport event
counterparts has been attributed to non-mega sport events’ smaller resource demand (Agha &
Taks, 2015) and their likelihood of being more embedded within local communities (Taks,
2013), amongst other factors. Research investigating legacy and leveraging in the context of non-
mega sport events is indeed promising yet has also highlighted challenges in strategically using
events to reach broader objectives. In the context of non-mega sport events in particular,
leveraging research has highlighted the need for sustained partnerships and collaborative
planning in pursuit of realizing benefits from sport events (Misener et al., 2015; Smith, 2010;
Taks et al., 2015).

Finally, the notion of a multi-sectoral event portfolio has been the topic of various
research. Scholars such as Ziakas and Costa (2011), and Clark and Misener (2015), for instance,
have suggested cities create event portfolios that provide the tools to strategically work towards

broader objectives. A combination of event sizes and types (e.g., arts, food and culture, sport,
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music, etc.) in a city may have more potential for meeting resident needs than hosting a one-off
mega event or focusing mainly on one sector. In this way, local governments can plan for a
schedule of non-mega sport events that fit into their city’s event portfolio without potentially
diverting resources or energy away from other opportunities.

Regardless of the type of sport event and the types of outcomes sought, the strategic
pursuit of outcomes aligned with the needs of the community is essential for sustainable positive
impacts from sport events to occur. While research investigating objectives and outcomes of
mega sport events suggests that community-focused event objectives may not be met, little is
known of these topics in the non-mega sport event context, particularly from a long-term
perspective. Therefore, in Phase 2 of this dissertation, | investigated event objectives and long-
term outcomes from host resident and event provider (i.e., local government) perspectives. As
such, I sought to answer the following research questions:

RQ1: What were the long-term community-focused objectives of a publicly funded non-

mega sport event?

RQ1a: How were residents involved?
RQ1b: To what extent were host city residents aware of objectives?

RQ2: What are the long-term community-focused outcomes of a publicly funded non-mega

sport event?

RQ2a: According to event providers?
RQ2b: According to host city residents?

RQ3: How do long-term outcome perspectives correspond between the two groups?
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Event Experiences and Investigating the Public/Government Relationship

Given the established relationship between the government and host residents in the
context of publicly funded sport events, residents’ experiences with an event may influence their
relationship with their local government, thus this relationship is worth investigating. In addition
to the importance of resident support in the success of an event, scholars have acknowledged the
potential role of residents in decision making and taking into account community needs when
planning and holding events (Burbank et al., 2001; Getz & Page, 2016; Hall, 1992; Misener &
Mason, 2006).

Increasingly, residents have been involved in deciding whether their city is to bid for an
event through voting in public referenda. Such votes allow residents to indicate their support, or
lack thereof, for hosting an event in their city, and thus exercise their ability to participate in
public decision making (Kellison & Mills, 2020; Maennig, 2017; Streicher et al., 2019). In one
sport-related example, Kellison and Mills (2020) investigated resident support of public funding
for a stadium, though no official referendum took place. The authors found that residents’ views
on stadium funding predicted their likelihood to vote in a future general election (Kellison &
Mills, 2020). These findings clearly demonstrate how sport-related public decision making has
broader political implications, supporting the need for further investigation into how sport-
related decisions influence the public/government relationship. Elsewhere, Coates and Wicker
(2015) investigated a failed referendum in the context of a potential 2022 Winter Olympic
Games Bid in Munich, Germany. The authors analyzed determinants of voting favourably for
hosting the Games, and found that, amongst other factors, political affiliation and concerns
regarding crowding-out of regular tourists may have limited favourable votes. In other recent

examples, Oslo, Norway, Sion, Switzerland, and Krakow, Poland, amongst other cities have
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withdrawn bids based on negative referenda results or poor public support (Johnston et al.,
2021).

Clearly resident support is integral to an event’s success. Thus, event proponents may
attempt to influence the narrative of potential event outcomes to demonstrate purported positive
outcomes for the host community (Anderson & Taks, 2018; Konecke et al., 2016; Sant & Mason,
2015). In one example in the context of the 2010 VVancouver Olympic and Paralympic Games
bid, Sant and Mason (2015) found that pro-bid supporters used economic impact messaging to
garner support during a time of economic challenge in the host area, then shifted the dominant
narrative towards less-tangible aspects of legacy as a public vote drew near. Similarly, taking a
socio-political discourse perspective, Anderson and Taks (2018) examined how a local
government exercised control over residents’ perspectives of a non-mega sport event (the 2013
International Children’s Games).

Typically, referenda are held in the context of mega sport events, where large amounts of
public funding are invested into hosting; however, these instances further demonstrate the
connection between the public, government, and public decision making in sport spaces more
broadly. Given that non-mega sport events are often more embedded within the host community,
and that they are more pervasive (i.e., more non-mega sport events may be hosted by one
location over a given period), residents’ involvement in event hosting and how this may
influence their relationship with their local government is worthy of investigation in the publicly
funded, non-mega sport event context.

Aside from the aforementioned studies investigating resident support in referenda and
legacy-focused discourse, scholars have also investigated the extent to which resident

perceptions of event outcomes may predict event support. Primarily drawing on social exchange
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theory, researchers have indicated that the more positive outcomes perceived by residents, the
more likely they are to support the event (Gursoy & Kendall, 2006; Helsen et al., 2022; Johnston
etal., 2021; Kaplanidou et al., 2013; Weimar & Rocha, 2017). For example, Johnston and
colleagues (2021) found that residents who perceived an increase in community pride from event
hosting were more likely to support hosting a future Commonwealth Games in their community.

Considering the connections between resident engagement in decision making and event
impact perceptions, scholars have begun to investigate how these factors influence individuals’
trust in their government. To do so, concepts of impact or outcome perceptions, knowledge,
power, and trust have been used, often alongside event support. Knowledge refers to an
individual’s perceived understanding of the context at hand (Nunkoo et al., 2018). Power refers
to an individual’s perceived influence in the context at hand, and their perceived influence over
other parties in that context (Nunkoo, 2015; Nunkoo & Ramkissoon, 2012). This
conceptualization of power stems from Lukes (2004) who explains three types of power, one of
which focuses on an individual’s ability to influence others’ actions. Trust refers to a graded
judgement of another party within the context (Levi & Stoker, 2000; Wong et al., 2011). A
discussion of the conceptualization of knowledge, power, and trust can be found in Chapters |1
and IV.

Using knowledge, power, and trust, researchers have found that residents’ knowledge of,
and power in, an event hosting context may impact their relationship with their government and
their support of events. For example, Nunkoo and colleagues (2018) found that residents’
knowledge in the event context predicted their trust. In the tourism context, Nunkoo and
Ramkissoon (2012) found evidence to suggest that residents’ perceptions of their influence in

tourism development (i.e., power) predicted their trust in government. Further, residents’ trust in
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their government has been found to impact their event outcome perceptions (Gursoy et al., 2017)
and their event support (Ouyang et al., 2017). To date, this work has only been conducted in the
context of mega sport events (predominantly the 2014 FIFA World Cup) and has investigated
such relationships prior to the event in question taking place.

However, as discussed above, non-mega sport events are often more embedded within
communities. Therefore, non-mega sport events may have more influence on how residents
perceive their government. Further, given the enduring public/government relationship prior to,
and well past an event, a long-term investigation of how hosting may impact the
public/government relationship is warranted. Furthermore, the aforementioned literature has
primarily focused on investigating resident perceptions as opposed to actual lived experiences of
an event (for exceptions see Helsen et al., 2022; Oshimi et al., 2021; Taks et al., 2020). Some
existing work suggests that resident expectations pre-event may be higher than their evaluation
of experiences post-event (see Gibson et al., 2014; Rocha, 2020; Taks & Rocha, 2022), thus the
relationship between resident knowledge of, power in, and experiences of, an event context post-
event may differ than that of pre-event. As such, the implications of hosting sport events and the
long-term outcomes of such events may influence the relationship between residents and their
government for years following the event.

Therefore, building off the theoretical approach in phase 1 and the data collected in phase 2
of this dissertation, phase 3 involved investigating the public/government relationship and event
support in the context of publicly funded, non-mega sport events. To do so, | sought to answer

the following research questions:
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RQ4: How do host community residents’ knowledge and power of an event and event
experiences (social impact and outcomes) affect general political trust (DV1) from a long-
term post-event perspective?
RQ5: How do host community residents’ knowledge and power of an event, event
experiences (social impact and outcomes), and general political trust affect event support
(DV2) from a long-term post-event perspective?

Summary

Both local government as event supporters, decision makers, and funders, and host
residents as taxpayers, play an important role in the context of publicly funded sport events.
Often, positive outcomes from hosting events are touted as justification for providing public
funds to such ventures. However, the interests of host residents may not be met, and event
objectives may not be realized, particularly from a long-term perspective. The extent to which
residents know about event hosting, are involved in event-related decisions (power), and their
event experiences may influence their relationship with their local government (i.e., trust), given
the government’s role in providing appropriate services for its residents. Thus, the purpose of
this dissertation is to investigate the long-term outcomes of publicly funded, non-mega sport
events, and to examine the role of trust, knowledge, and power in the public/government
relationship and event support in relation to these outcomes.

The literature review above has outlined specific gaps in existing literature that this
dissertation addresses. Theoretically, this dissertation focuses on a central dyadic relationship in
the context of publicly funded sport events — that between the public and their government.
While this relationship has been investigated to some extent in mega event contexts and in

tourism (e.g., Gursoy et al., 2017; Nunkoo & Ramkissoon, 2012; Nunkoo & Smith, 2013), there
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remains a lack of understanding regarding how sport event experiences may influence residents’
relationships with their local government. In this study, | used agency theory in a new way to
investigate the dyadic public/government relationship, advance our understanding of publicly
funded sport events, and to contribute to theoretical advancement in sport (event) management.

Methodologically and contextually, there have been calls for research in the context of
non-mega sport events and for more long-term event outcome research. To date, scholars have
outlined that smaller events may have more potential than mega sport events in achieving
positive, or at least mitigating negative, outcomes (e.g., Agha & Taks, 2015; Taks, 2013, 2016).
Further, research to date has often lacked a perspective longer than two years post-event (Rocha,
2020). In this dissertation, | address both gaps in the field by investigating two publicly funded
non-mega sport events three- and 11-years post event.

The theoretical perspective and contribution of the dissertation, as well as each research
question above are addressed as outlined in Figure 1.3 in the following chapters.
Figure 1.3

Dissertation project output overview
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Research Context

The Canada Games

The Canada Games are a series of national, publicly funded non-mega sport events that
were initially started in 1967 to help build national unity in Canada (McCloy, 2009; Morrow &
Wamsley, 2010), and to develop stronger Canadian athletes for ultimate performance on the
international stage (McDonald & McLaughlin, 1977). The Canada Games began at a time where
the Canadian federal government was concerned with unity between French and English Canada,
as well as declining physical activity rates and poor international sporting performances
(McCloy, 2009; Bodin & Misener, 2020). The implementation of a national youth multi-sport
event was seen as one way to address these concerns. Since 1997, the Canada Games have been
governed by the Clear Lake Agreement, which clearly outlines the role of all levels of the
Canadian government in ensuring the Games occur every two years (Government of Canada,
1997). Since the implementation of the Clear Lake Agreement, the Games have evolved but they
remain politically driven and a significant component of the Canadian sport system. The Canada
Games are financially supported by all three levels of government — local, provincial/territorial,
and federal, for both operational and capital costs. The objectives of the Canada Games broadly
include athlete development, national unity, community development, and sport development
(Bodin & Misener, 2020). The Games’ place in Canadian sport is demonstrated by wording in
the Federal Policy for Hosting International Sport Events, which highlights the events’
importance in Canadian sport even though the Games are not specifically governed by the policy
in question (Government of Canada, 2008).

The Canada Games occur on a bi-annual basis, alternating between winter and summer

events, similar to the Olympic and Paralympic Games schedule. Hosts for each iteration of the
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Games are determined by the Canada Games Council, yet hosting locations rotate thereby
allowing each Province and Territory an opportunity to host. The hosting rotation was
established as part of the Clear Lake Agreement in 1997. Typically, the Canada Games are
hosted in mid-sized Canadian cities, where the Games may have an impact on the community but
also where hosting is relatively feasible in terms of resources and existing facilities.

For my doctoral research, I chose to use two iterations of the Canada Games as cases. |
had previous research experience with the Canada Games from investigating their role in the
Canadian sport system while completing my Master of Arts degree in 2018. Further, | had begun
developing working relationships with staff at the Canada Games Council when applying for a
grant in partnership with the organization in 2019. These logistical factors along with the Games’
role in Canadian sport and the amount of public funding used to host the Games made them an
appropriate context for this study. The two iterations of the Canada Games that served as objects
of investigation for this study were the 2011 Canada Winter Games, held in Halifax, Nova Scotia
and the 2019 Canada Winter Games, held in Red Deer, Alberta. This research project was
planned and conducted independently from the Canada Games Council, both event host
societies, and the host municipalities.

The following sections provide brief contextual information regarding each of the two
events studied, and the cities within which they were hosted. More thorough contextual
information regarding the events and their specific objectives is provided in Chapter III.

2011 Canada Winter Games — Halifax, Nova Scotia

The 2011 Canada Winter Games were hosted in Halifax, the capital of Nova Scotia.

Halifax is a mid-sized Canadian city located on the East Coast of Canada. Prior to hosting the

2011 Canada Winter Games, Halifax had hosted the first summer iteration of the Canada Games
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in 1969. The 2011 event was the first Canada Games that required event legacy objectives to be
formally incorporated into the event bidding process. Therefore, the 2011 Canada Winter Games
provided the longest time frame within which to investigate long-term event outcomes (data
collection occurred ten- to 11-years post-event). This time frame offered a useful context through
which to advance our understanding of long-term event outcomes given existing research is
typically conducted within two years of an event wrapping up. Logistically, | had existing
personal connections with individuals who had lived in Halifax during the Games, and therefore
had some relationships upon which to draw when recruiting participants.

Politically, the local government and elected officials had changed in the time between
the event bid and hosting, and data collection for this project. Although the project at hand
addresses residents’ perspectives of the local government in general and not specific individuals,
this is worth noting. In Halifax, the mayor during the 2011 Games had since moved positions and
was no longer working in the province. The current mayor of Halifax (during data collection)
had been involved in local politics during the 2011 Canada Games bidding and hosting process;
however, was not directly involved in the Games (R. Smith, personal correspondence, March 25,
2021). Similarly, city councillors from Games-time had either retired or moved to other positions
since the Games.

2019 Canada Winter Games — Red Deer, Alberta

The 2019 Canada Winter Games were held in Red Deer, Alberta, a mid-sized Canadian
city located halfway between Alberta’s two largest cities — Calgary and Edmonton. Red Deer had
not hosted a Canada Games prior to hosting the 2019 event. At the time of data collection, the
2019 Canada Winter Games was the most recent edition of the Winter Games. Investigating the

2019 Canada Winter Games offered the opportunity to investigate longer-term event outcomes
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(two- to three-years post-event), while mitigating the potential for inadequate recall which may
arise from investigating longer time frames (such as that of the 2011 Games; Gavin, 2013). This
timeframe was appropriate since existing long-term post-event research in the mega sport event
context has been completed up to two years post-event (e.g., Rocha, 2020). Further, | had
existing relationships with individuals who worked as staff within the event’s host society and
knew of people living in Red Deer at the time of the Games.

The Red Deer mayor was in their role during the event bid, hosting, and during most of
data collection for this project. However, mid-way through collecting focus group data, and prior
to questionnaire data collection, the city underwent a municipal election, and a new mayor was
elected. Most city councillors involved in local politics during the bid for, and hosting of, the
Games were still in their positions during event provider interviews. Resident focus groups were
conducted in the context of a municipal election, which may have affected some responses and
the trajectory of some discussions.

Influence of COVID-19

It would be remiss not to address the influence of the COVID-19 pandemic on this
project. Data for this project was collected during the COVID-19 pandemic, which meant that all
data were collected virtually (via video conference, phone, or online questionnaires). While the
mode of data collection did not seem to affect the results, lockdowns and public health
restrictions leading up to and during portions of data collection may have influenced individuals’
responses to certain questions, particularly those regarding use of facilities, or the community’s
ability to capitalize on the Games in 2020 onwards. While participants in Halifax had the
opportunity to see their city at full capacity for approximately nine years post-event, Red Deer

participants had only one-year post-event prior to the pandemic. As can be seen in Chapter 11,
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some participants noted that the pandemic limited the city’s opportunity to capitalize on hosting
the event.
Research Approach
According to Creswell and Creswell (2018), a research approach is comprised of three
components — the philosophical worldview from which the research is approached, the research

design, and the methods. As such, this section will progress through each of these components.

Philosophical Worldview

A philosophical worldview, paradigm, or perspective comprises of how an individual
views the world and the nature of knowledge (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Crotty, 1998; Guba,
1990), that is, their ontological and epistemological perspectives. Ontology refers to how reality
is conceptualized (e.g., is there one “real” world?; Guba & Lincoln, 1994), while epistemology
refers to the relationship between the knower and knowledge (e.g., does the knower influence
what is to be known?; Guba & Lincoln, 1994). A researcher’s philosophical worldview,
therefore, influences each aspect of the research process (Creswell & Creswell, 2018).

Critical realism is a philosophical perspective whose emergence is largely attributed to
Roy Bhaskar (Archer et al., 1998). Bhaskar developed critical realism while interrogating
whether the natural sciences and social sciences need to be investigated in different ways
(Bhaskar & Lawson, 1998). Stemming from critical naturalism and transcendental realism
(Bhaskar & Lawson, 1998), critical realism suggests that reality is multi-layered, and seeks to
include all perspectives in a holistic understanding of our social world (Bhaskar, 2010). Critical
realists adhere to a realist ontology, while simultaneously rejecting a fully objectivist
epistemology (Johnson & Duberley, 2000). Therefore, if philosophical paradigms are

conceptualized on a spectrum, critical realism lies somewhere between a postpositivist and a



28

constructivist worldview. Critical realism has been discussed philosophically since the 1970s;
however, has only recently been applied empirically in sport studies research (see Byers, 2013;
Downward, 2005; Lusted, 2018).

Byers and colleagues (2019) outlined four layers of reality acknowledged by critical
realism described by Tsoukas (1994) in relation to mega sport event legacy. These are the
superficial, material reality (e.g., legacy plans, bid documents, and policies), ideal reality (e.g.,
diverse views on how to realize these plans), artifactual reality (e.g., reactions to legacy, or
support of legacy), and the most complex layer, social reality (e.g., the social aspects of
individuals that shape their reactions and opinions of legacy; Byers et al., 2019). These four
levels of reality become increasingly complex, intangible and abstract, allowing the researcher to
holistically examine a phenomenon or context, and consider a variety of opinions and
perspectives (Tsoukas, 1994). Throughout the research process | collected data and perspectives
aligned with each of these layers of reality thus, this study was guided by a critical realist
ontological perspective.

Research Design

This project was completed using a parallel, multiple case study methodology, as
described by Yin (2018). As described above in the context section, the units of analysis were the
2011 Canada Winter Games and the 2019 Canada Winter Games. Using a parallel, multiple case
study methodology aligns with my philosophical perspective in that it allowed for flexibility in
investigating various facets of a subject of study and offered opportunity to investigate the social
and historical contexts relevant to the research questions at hand (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007).
Case studies also lend themselves well to answering how and why questions (Yin, 2018) and

examining different perspectives of one topic from various sources of data (Eisenhardt &
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Graebner, 2007), further strengthening the methodology’s applicability in this project. Yin’s
(2018) case study approach in particular, compared to others such as those of Stake (1995) and
Merriam (1998), is aligned with a positivist worldview, and is therefore supported by a critical
realist perspective and supports the use of mixed methods approaches such as that undertaken
here and discussed below.

| engaged in an exploratory sequential mixed methods research design. Mixed methods
research involves collecting both qualitative and quantitative data and allows for a rigorous
research approach engaging a variety of perspectives (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). A mixed
methods approach is compatible with the philosophical approach (critical realism) and
methodology (multiple case study) outlined above. Mixed methods research further aligns with a
case study methodology, as it allows for a broad and holistic investigation of the case(s) at hand
(Eisenhardt, 1989b; Yin, 2018).
Methods

Following Creswell and Creswell’s (2018) description of a research approach, methods
include data collection and data analysis. Given mixed methods research approaches involve
collecting both qualitative and quantitative data, the project at hand progressed through multiple
phases of data collection from a variety of sources. This strategy is also aligned with a critical
realist philosophy and a case study methodology. While the project output is three separate
papers, the questionnaire design stemmed specifically from the qualitative data collected to
ensure context-specific questionnaires were administered. Three sources of qualitative data were
collected in phase 2 of the project, informing the alignment of perspectives between groups.
These were; documents and policies, semi-structured interviews with event providers, and focus

groups with host city residents. Then, in phase 3, quantitative data were collected via
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questionnaires provided to host city residents to investigate how event experiences may have
influenced political trust and event support. The following sections briefly outline each data
collection process, with more detail provided in the subsequent dissertation papers.

Data Collection

Data collection proceeded through four steps — document collection, interviews, focus
groups, and questionnaires. In some cases, the process is outlined briefly below to avoid
repetition with dissertation papers in chapters three and four. Information that was not included
in the dissertation papers is outlined in more detail here, and where appropriate, included in
appendices.

Documents and Policies

Pertinent documents and policies were collected to inform the context of the study and to
provide insight into the event and policy objectives outlined prior to each event. To collect
relevant documents and policies, | carried out searches on the local and provincial government
websites, as well as general searches through Google. Search terms when using government
websites included phrases such as “Canada Winter Games” and “Canada Games”, and searches
on general search engines and the Canada Games Council website included more specific
phrases such as “Halifax 2011 Canada Games legacy” and “Red Deer 2019 Canada Games
legacy”. Specific host society documents were obtained from the Canada Games Council with
the permission of a contact person on their staff. Further documents were collected throughout
the interview process if interviewees were willing to share additional information. For example,
municipal planning and evaluation documents were offered by municipality staff during their
interviews. A total of 2,697 pages were included in the study. Chapter 111 provides more

information regarding the source and number of documents collected, and Appendix A includes
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a list of all documents and policies analyzed for this project. Once collected, all documents were
uploaded to NVivo for organizational and data analysis purposes.

Semi-Structured Interviews

To further inform the perspective of event providers, intended event outcomes, and their
opinions of event outcomes, | conducted semi-structured interviews with local government
elected officials and staff, and host society staff and board members. Interviews were conducted
between March and May 2021. | recruited individuals from both event contexts at the same time
and thus collected data simultaneously. To recruit participants, | used information gleaned from
the documents collected to identify relevant roles and individuals connected to each event. This
allowed for purposive sampling and ensured that interview participants were able to respond to
the interview questions. Individuals were contacted using publicly available contact information
(predominantly email). Following initial interviews, snowball sampling was used to contact more
participants. In these cases, participants were asked to share my contact information with other
individuals who they felt could speak to the topics covered in the interview.

All interviews were conducted virtually, and either over video-conferencing applications
(e.g., Zoom, Teams) or phone, depending on the participant’s preference. Ten interviews were
conducted in the Halifax context, ranging from 20 minutes to one hour. Twelve interviews were
conducted in the Red Deer context, ranging from 36 minutes to one hour and 17 minutes. All
interviews were recorded and transcribed verbatim. Upon transcription, interview transcripts
were uploaded to NVivo to prepare for data analysis. Specific interview participant information
such as pseudonym, de-identified job descriptor, and event affiliation is outlined in Chapter I11,
and the interview guide is provided in Appendix B.

Focus Groups
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Focus groups with host city residents were conducted to gain an understanding of residents’
experiences with, and general opinions of their respective event and its outcomes. When
interested participants were unable or unwilling to attend a focus group, participants were offered
the opportunity to participate in a one-on-one interview instead. The focus group guide is
available below in Appendix C. Focus group recruitment began in July 2021 and continued
through October 2021. First, I posted on social media (Twitter, Facebook, LinkedIn), and
contacted personal connections in each city to ask them to do the same. Further, interviewees
who indicated being able to offer additional help in recruiting focus group participants were
asked to share the study information with interested parties. By the end of August 2021, two
focus groups from Red Deer and one focus group from Halifax had been completed.

In September 2021, | began reaching out to community groups in each city to request
assistance in recruiting additional focus group participants. Basic Google and Google Maps
searches for “community group”, “neighborhood association”, “cultural association”,
“Community club”, “Community recreation club”, and “volunteer association” were conducted
to identify appropriate groups to contact. Organizations identified through these searches will
collectively be referred to as “community groups” henceforth. The City of Halifax website was
further used to identify non-profit groups that manage community gardens and trail networks, as
well as neighborhood community developers. Groups contacted included charity/volunteer
groups (i.e., Lions Clubs, Kinsmen Clubs), neighborhood associations, business associations,
hobby groups (i.e., Toastmasters), cultural/heritage groups, and religious groups, to name a few.
Locations that may have poster boards for community news were contacted as well (e.g., local

coffee shops, public libraries).
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Once community groups and organizations were identified, they were contacted via email
asking to share focus group information with their members either via social media, their
website, or other means appropriate for their group. If no response was received within one week
of the initial request, I sent a follow-up email. In total, 111 community groups were contacted
(44 in Red Deer, 67 in Halifax). Sixty-eight groups did not respond, 26 responded “Yes” to the
request to share focus group information with their networks, and 19 responded “No” to the
request. An additional eight did not have valid email addresses or responded that they needed
more information. Table 1.1 lists the categories and responses of groups contacted. A complete
list of all 111 groups contacted is available in Appendix D of this dissertation. Upon doing more
October to attempt to reach additional participants.

Table 1.1

Community Groups Contacted for Recruitment

City Group Type Response
Yes No None Other Total

Halifax Businesses/Business Associations 3 0 6 0 9
Charity/Volunteer Groups 0 0 3 0 3
Community Association/Neighborhood 1 0 1 0 2
Groups
Community Centres/Public Spaces 1 0 2 0 3
Community Gardens 2 1 7 5 15
Cultural/Heritage Groups 2 1 3 0 6
Halifax community Developers* 0 1 5 0 6
Hobbies/Activities 2 0 b5 0 7
Religious Groups 1 4 1 0 6
Trail Associations 0 0 7 1 8
Other 0 1 1 0 2
Total 67

Red Deer Businesses/Business Associations 0 2 1 4

Charity/Volunteer Groups 1 0 b5 0 6
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Community Association/Neighborhood
Group

Community Centres/Public Spaces 2 0 1 1 4
Cultural and Heritage Groups 2 0O O 0 2
Hobbies/Activities 1 0o 7 0 8
Religious Groups 0 0 2 0 2
Other 1 0 1 0 2
Total 44
Total 26 9 68 8 111

Note. *Halifax community developers are individuals associated with the municipality in
community development leadership roles

In total, I conducted two focus groups (respectively three and two participants) and three
one-on-one interviews with Halifax residents (8 participants total). These ranged from 38
minutes to 1 hour and 48 minutes. | conducted five focus groups (respectively five, three, three,
two, and two participants) and four one-on-one interviews with Red Deer residents (19 total
participants). The Red Deer resident discussions ranged from 32 minutes to 1 hour 31 minutes.
Specific participant information including pseudonym, sport, and event involvement is provided
in Chapter I11. All focus groups and interviews were recorded and transcribed verbatim and were
subsequently added to NVivo to facilitate data analysis.

Questionnaires

For the final phase of this project, host city residents aged 18 years or older and who were
aware of their respective event were recruited to complete a questionnaire. Two similar
questionnaires were created based on existing literature and previous phases of data collection.
The questionnaires investigated residents’ event experiences (social impact experiences and
infrastructure experiences), knowledge, and power in relation to the event, their trust in local

government, and their event support. Demographic items such as age, gender, education, income,
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and sport involvement were also included in the questionnaire. A sample of the questionnaire
used in available in Appendix E.

Participants were recruited via social media, snowball sampling through past participants,
community groups, and Survey Monkey Audience data. Due to challenges in recruiting, data
were collected and analyzed from a total of 284 participants. Detailed information regarding the
specific items used and recruitment tactics undertaken are included in Chapter 1V below.

Data Analysis
Qualitative Data Analysis

Qualitative data collected from each phase of research were organized using NVivo and
were analyzed using Braun and Clarke’s (2006, 2012, 2019) approach to thematic analysis.
Documents were analyzed first to help build context of the cases and to help identify potential
interview participants. Interview transcripts were analyzed next, followed by focus group
transcripts upon completion of data collection in October 2021. Thematic analysis involves six
steps to data analysis, progressing through familiarizing oneself with the data through to
reporting results (Braun & Clarke, 2012). This approach allowed me to identify patterns, and
therefore themes, from the data as well as allowing me to analyze information across the data set
and all data collection methods (Braun & Clarke, 2006, 2012). Additional detail regarding the
steps taken to analyze the qualitative data collected in this study is available in Chapter I1I.
Thematic analysis is particularly appropriate for a mixed methods case study, which involves
multiple forms of data, further demonstrating cohesion within this study (Tracy, 2010).
Quantitative Data Analysis

The quantitative questionnaire data collected for this project were used to answer

research question four. To determine factors that may predict political trust and event support,
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residents’ experiences of the event, knowledge, and power were used as independent variables to
test two conceptual models, outlined in Chapter V. First, questionnaire responses were
downloaded from the Survey Monkey platform and were amalgamated into one Microsoft Excel
document. The data were then cleaned prior to uploading the data set to the analysis software.
SPSS AMOS 26 was used to first conduct a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to test the
measurement model and to test divergent and discriminant validity; second, SPSS was used to
conduct two hierarchical regression analyses to test the proposed conceptual models. Additional
detailed analysis information is provided in Chapter IV.

Research Quality

Indicators of research quality vary depending on the philosophical underpinnings of the
research project at hand and the researchers conducting the project. For positivists, research
quality may be evaluated based on generalizability and validity, while post-positivists or
constructivists may focus more on factors like coherence, ethical considerations, and rigor
(Ballinger, 2006). Guba (1981) explained how to ensure quality naturalistic research, which they
described as a philosophical approach that assumes no one single truth or reality, and that the
inquirer (researcher) and the object of research are interrelated. More recently, some scholars
have focused on describing how to ensure quality qualitative research (Ravenek & Rudman,
2013; Tracy, 2010)

In their paper, Guba (1981) explains that trustworthiness in naturalistic research is
achieved when credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability have been
demonstrated. Other scholars, such as Tracy (2010) have further advanced criteria for research
quality. Tracy (2010) suggested eight criteria for assessing quality in qualitative research.

However, some of these criteria are similar to Guba’s. For instance, Tracy’s (2010) criteria
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“resonance” includes demonstrating transferability. Following the critical realist approach taken
for this study, which has roots in naturalistic inquiry, 1 will demonstrate how aspects of my study
design ensured research quality using a combination of both Guba’s (1981) and Tracy’s (2010)
criteria.

First, I employed purposive sampling throughout the semi-structured interview phase of
data collection, indicating rich rigor (Tracy, 2010) and transferability (Guba, 1981). Purposive
sampling allowed for me to maximize the information collected and perspectives heard in that
particular phase of the study (Guba, 1981). Across the entire study | ensured multiple
perspectives were sought (multivocality) from a range of sources and data (triangulation),
indicating both confirmability and credibility for Guba (1981) and credibility for Tracy (2010).
Further, documents and policies were collected in part at the same time as semi-structured
interviews were conducted, fulfilling Guba’s (1981) suggestion for overlap methods and thus
ensuring dependability. Throughout the dissertation and the resulting papers, | have also engaged
in thick description of the research context and themes, indicating transferability (Guba, 1981),
resonance, and credibility (Tracy, 2010). The successful publication of two of the three
dissertation papers to date indicates confirmability, as well as meaningful coherence and
significant contribution (Tracy, 2010). Finally, ethics approval certificates for both qualitative
(#H-01-21-6507) and quantitative (#H-01-22-7734) phases of this project were obtained from the
university’s research ethics board, ensuring the research was conducted ethically and thus
adhering to Tracy’s (2010) ethics criteria for quality research.

Dissertation Outline
To achieve the broader purpose of my project, | organized this dissertation into three

main papers following the article-based dissertation format. This approach allowed me to work
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sequentially and ensure my research was disseminated via academic journals in a timely manner.
The dissertation is then tied together with a global discussion and conclusion chapter. Below is a

brief summary of each subsequent chapter.

Chapter Il — Phase 1: Theoretical Approach

Chapter 11, including the first dissertation paper, addresses the theoretical and conceptual
underpinnings of the project, and advances the application of agency theory in sport event
management research. This paper, titled Unpacking the public/government relationship in the
context of sport events: An agency theory approach, was published in the International Journal
of Sport Policy and Politics in July 2022 (Bodin & Taks, 2022b). The purpose of this paper is to
offer a conceptual approach to exploring the host resident/government relationship in the sport
event context. As is done throughout the dissertation, we position host residents as the principal
and the local government as agent. By presenting a proposed conceptual framework, we suggest
using concepts of knowledge, power, and trust to evaluate how a host resident’s event experience
may influence their feelings towards their local government.
Chapter 111 — Phase 2

Chapter 111 includes the second dissertation paper, which addresses alignment of event
objectives and outcomes between host residents and those responsible for bringing a publicly
funded sport event to a city, specifically the local government, and includes the qualitative data
collected for this project. This paper, titled “We...We Had Fun, We Did Have Fun.”: Long-Term
Sport Event Outcomes And Community Tensions was published in Event Management in August
2022 (Bodin & Taks 2022a). The paper draws on the qualitative data collected for this
dissertation. Overall, the findings from this paper support existing research that calls for multi-

sectoral event portfolios in cities to meet broader objectives. Further, our findings highlight that



39

while residents may evaluate their respective events positively, their experiences differed from
those communicated by event providers.
Chapter IV — Phase 3

Chapter 1V includes the third dissertation paper, which utilizes the quantitative data
collected for this project. In this paper, | seek to extend our understanding of how residents’
experiences with a sport event may influence their relationship with the government and their
event support. The paper, titled Predicting political trust and event support in the context of
publicly funded sport events was submitted to the European Sport Management Quarterly in
December 2022. Overall, the findings from this paper suggest that residents’ event experiences
remain important long-term and highlight the role that public engagement can have in the
public/government relationship.
Chapter V - Discussion and Conclusion

Chapter V concludes the dissertation, summarizes the key findings, and provides a
discussion of themes that cut across the preceding three chapters. Specifically, Chapter V focuses
on how data from Chapters 11 and 1V relate to the theoretical approach outlined in Chapter 11,
the salience of infrastructure outcomes as long-term impacts of non-mega sport events, and
broader implications of municipal projects and political trust. Further, given the contribution of
the dissertation to long-term and non-mega sport event research, methodological challenges and
implications are discussed. Finally, | address (de)limitations of the research and future directions

for scholarship in this area.
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Chapter 11
Unpacking the Public/Government Relationship in the Context of Sport Events: An Agency
Theory Approach
Bodin, K., & Taks, M. (2022). Unpacking the public/government relationship in the context of
sport events: An agency theory approach. International Journal of Sport Policy and Politics,

1-15. doi: 10.1080/19406940.2022.2102669

Governments are often, at least in part, responsible for bringing sport events to a
community and determining the amount of public funding invested into such events (Anderson
& Taks, 2018). Government support is generally offered based on the assumption that hosting an
event will positively impact the host community (McCloy, 2009). Meanwhile, government’s
primary function in a democratic society is to provide services and resources to the public so that
their needs (i.e., education, health, infrastructure, leisure, etc.) may be met (Alford, 2002). Due to
the government’s role and responsibility to act in the best interest of the public, the
public/Government relationship is important in the context of publicly funded sport events since
taxpayer dollars are often used to work towards purported positive event outcomes, such as
economic development or the enhancement of residents’ social lives, which may not come to
fruition.

Some existing work suggests that resident perceptions of sport event impacts and their
relationship with the local government are related. Scholars have applied the concepts of trust,
knowledge, and power in various ways to better understand residents’ feelings towards tourism
development (e.g., Nunkoo, 2015) and event support (e.g., Gursoy et al., 2017). Using the

concept of political trust alongside social exchange theory, researchers found that higher levels
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of trust among residents had a positive relationship with residents’ perceived event impacts, and
therefore event support (Gursoy et al., 2017) and citizen support of tourism development
(Nunkoo, 2015; Nunkoo & Ramkissoon, 2012). As a result, scholars have suggested that event
and tourism industries have a significant political role in communities (Nunkoo, 2015). Further
work has investigated the relationship between the host community and the local government
analyzing public referenda in the context of sport events (Maennig, 2017; Streicher et al., 2019)
and stadium subsidies (see Kellison & Mills, 2021; Kellison & Mondello, 2014). Additional
research suggests that major sport events create a shock in the local community and affect
residents regardless of their involvement with the event (Taks et al., 2015). Therefore, such
events may affect the relationship between host residents and the local government if residents’
needs are affected through hosting the event, for better or worse. Despite work demonstrating the
importance of the relationship between the public and the government in the context of sport
events, there remains little research investigating the intricacies of this relationship. As such, the
purpose of this contribution is to offer a conceptual approach to explore the host resident/local
government relationship in the sport event context. We suggest employing agency theory to
situate the public/government dyadic relationship at the centre of the sport event context, and
therefore better understand how the local government may serve host residents in the context of
publicly funded sport events and investigate the political implications that sport events may have
in communities.

Agency theory describes the relationship between a principal and an agent. The principal
delegates certain tasks or responsibilities to a perceived expert, the agent (Shapiro, 2005;
Waterman & Meier, 1998). Scholars outside of sport research have established that the principal-

agent relationship central to agency theory has implications in the public administration space
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where, for example, elected officials act on behalf of citizens. (Kiser, 1999; Miller, 2005;
Mitnick, 1973; Shapiro 2005). These connections suggest that agency theory could be useful in
understanding publicly funded sport events, whereby the local government (the agent) is
responsible for acting on behalf of the host community residents (the principal). While we
acknowledge that many actors exist within the sport event context, we suggest agency theory as a
point of departure for this investigation as it offers the opportunity to centre the
public/government dyadic relationship in sport event inquiry, and to focus on host residents and
their experiences in the event process.

By investigating tenets of the principal-agent relationship using concepts such as
knowledge, power, and trust, which have been explored in the sport event context previously
(see Gursoy et al., 2017), researchers will be able to better understand the context of sport events
and the relationship between the public and government entities who attract and financially
support those events within the host community.

Agency Theory

At its core, agency theory describes the relationship between two parties; the (1)
principal, who delegates specific tasks or responsibilities to an (2) agent (Jensen & Meckling,
1976; Shapiro, 2005; Waterman & Meier, 1998). This relationship is referred to as the principal-
agent, or agency, relationship (Jensen & Meckling, 1976). The principal-agent relationship is
most simply characterized by an issue of control, where principals cannot always control or
monitor the actions of the agent (Kiser, 1999). This is generally attributed to the assumption that
agents and principals have, to some degree, different preferences, interests, or goals, and that the
agent is better informed of the context or task than the principal. Therefore, principal-agent

problems are often characterized by two main complications; information asymmetry and
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conflicting interests (e.g., an agent may want to maximize their profits, while the principal is
expecting to pay as little as possible for a quality service). Information asymmetry and
conflicting interests can ultimately lead to agent opportunism, where the agent can take
advantage of the situation and act in their own best interest as opposed to that of their principal
(Waterman & Meier, 1998).

Agency theory has been used and developed across a variety of disciplines, including but
not limited to economics, law, political science, and sociology (Kiser, 1999; Shapiro, 2005).
Agency theory was first developed and gained traction in economics. The economic stream of
agency theory is focused on understanding contract-based exchange relations, which are assumed
to be based on rational choice behaviour where actors seek to maximize their own utility (Saam,
2007). In broader management and economic fields, principal-agent relationships have most
often been empirically examined within corporations and applied to relationships such as those
between Chief Executive Officers and managers, or managers/employers and employees (Kiser,
1999). From this perspective, agency theory is typically focused on reducing issues of control
and monitoring so that principals can mitigate the chances of the agent acting in their own best
interests as opposed to those of the principal (i.e., agent opportunism; Mason & Slack, 2005;
Miller & Whitford, 2002). Scholars have critiqued economic-based variations of agency theory
for not considering the role of context in principal-agent relationships, for relying too heavily on
the assumption of rational choice and a dyadic relationship (Shapiro, 2005), and for lacking
empirical implications (Kiser, 1999).

Sociological variations of agency theory and approaches to principal-agent relationships
have moved the theory beyond its rational choice roots (Kiser, 1999). Sociologists using this

approach consider the broader context surrounding the principal-agent relationship at hand,
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reflecting on how both multiple agents and multiple principals may exist in a relationship, and
how actors may act as both principals and agents, indicating the likelihood of multiple principal-
agent relationships in a given context (Kiser, 1999; Shapiro 2005). Additionally, sociologists
have added to economic-based agency theory by introducing concepts such as knowledge,
power, and trust in the evaluation of relationships (Shapiro, 2005; Saam 2007). These aspects of
agency theory from a sociological perspective address limitations of the economic-based version
of the theory. Similarly, stewardship theory is rooted in sociology and also considers the
relationship between two parties (the steward and the principal). However, this theory assumes
that the steward acts altruistically and that the relationship is ultimately trustworthy (Davis et al.,
1997). This directly contrasts the economics-based agency theory’s assumption that agents act in
their own best interests. Existing work in sport research suggests that the needs of residents are
overshadowed by the interests of the elite (e.g., Késenne, 2012; McGillivray and McPherson
2012), making agency theory more applicable in the sport event context. For example, scholars
have found in some cases that while event objectives may be well-intentioned (e.g., increasing
sport participation), post-event outcomes may not come to fruition due to community-focused
initiatives ultimately being overshadowed by the need to hold a successful event (Taks et al.,
2018), and due to how events are planned and governed by temporary host societies (Parent,
2008). While specific community-focused objectives and outcomes will vary between event
contexts (e.g., some cities may focus on more sport and physical activity participation
opportunities for people with disabilities, while others may focus on infrastructure development),
the objectives and promises under which governments and event providers present a possible
event bid to residents, and the outcomes of that event, may play a role in how residents evaluate

their local government moving forward. In other cases, residents may feel broader community
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needs such as housing or education should be prioritized over hosting, again potentially
influencing how residents evaluate their elected officials should an event be supported with
taxpayer dollars.

In political science, scholars have most often applied agency theory according to its
rational choice roots to better understand how politicians can control bureaucrats (i.e., Banfield,
1975), and to understand policymaking and implementation; both most often investigated in the
context of the American political system (Kiser, 1999; Weingast 1984). However, political
science has instigated some important departures from economic-based agency theory,
demonstrating the flexibility of the theory in various contexts. In his overview of multiple
foundations of agency theory, Kiser (1999) indicated that, similar to sociological approaches,
political science uses of the theory have better considered the potential role of third parties, as
well as the possibility of multiple principals in a relationship, when compared to economic
applications. Further, Worsham et al. (1997) explained that relationships in the political arena are
much more varied than those in economics, and therefore while agency theory is an appropriate
lens, the economic-based notion of rational choice may not take this complexity into
consideration. As such, like sociological applications of agency theory, the authors advocated for
better consideration of the “social-political-economic context” (Worsham et al., 1997, p. 432) in
which the principal-agent relationship exists.

Agency theorists in economics, sociology, and political science have all suggested that
the theory has implications in public administration more broadly (Kiser, 1999), and in relation
to the public/government relationship specifically (Mitnick, 1973; Shapiro, 2005), demonstrating
parallels between principals and their agents, and the relationship between constituents and

elected officials as well as the relationship between politicians and public servants/bureaucrats
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(Waterman & Meier, 1998; Weingast, 1984). This existing work and application suggest that
scholars using agency theory can help better understand the relationship between host residents
and the local government in cities that hosts publicly funded sport events.

Agency Theory in Sport (Event) Research

Agency theory has been taken up by scholars in sport management broadly, and sport
event work more specifically. In sport research, agency theory has largely been used according to
its classic roots in economics (Yeh & Taylor, 2008). Mason and Slack (2005) provided a
thorough overview of agency theory and its potential value as a framework for understanding the
sport industry. The authors highlighted in their work that agency theory grew from organisational
economics and has been used accordingly. In their conceptual application of agency theory to
sport, Mason and Slack (2005) indicated that there are a variety of contracting (or principal-
agent) relationships within North American professional sports between actors such as leagues,
players, and agents. Using the North American professional sport context, the authors explained
that agency theory can be used to better understand relationships within the complex
“organizational whole” (Mason & Slack, 2005, p. 51).

In their review of sport governance research approaches, Yeh and Taylor (2008) further
explained that agency theory can be used to understand the relationship between board of
directors and organisation staff, or CEOs/managers and owners within a sport organisation. Yeh
and Taylor (2008) pointed out several limitations to traditional, or economic-based agency
theory that has typically been applied in sport research to date. These limitations include the
dyadic nature of the traditional principal-agent relationship which does not consider complexity
in many organisational contexts, including those in sport, and the assumption that effectiveness

is largely dependent on monitoring and control functions between principals and agents. These
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limitations can, in part, be mitigated by employing a sociological approach to agency theory, as
described above, and will be further addressed in subsequent sections.

Sport scholars have, in some cases, acknowledged other forms of principal-agent theory,
which address these limitations identified by Yeh and Taylor (2008) to an extent. For example,
Geeraert and Drieskens (2015) investigated how the EU controls FIFA and UEFA using a
principal-agent perspective. Although not the main focus of analysis, the authors considered a
more network-based approach to principal-agent theory than previous sport research applications
of the theory. In doing so, Geeraert and Drieskens (2015) drew on Shapiro (2005) and Waterman
and Meier’s (1998) works suggesting that actors may take on both principal and agent roles in
certain contexts. Mason and Slack (2005) similarly suggested that future work using this
approach in sport research focus on principal-agent dyads with varying levels of information
asymmetry and monitoring (Mason and Slack 2005). Although not the focus of their conceptual
work, the authors acknowledged that agency theory approaches from sociology, which address
these suggestions, may be particularly useful in sport studies. Such observations have
implications in the sport event context where the local government or City staff may act as
agents in relation to residents, and simultaneously act as principal in relation to the local
organizing committee, discussed further below.

To date, agency theory has been used in sport research to understand sport organisations
(e.g., Mason & Slack 2005), in sport event governance research (e.g., Geeraert, 2017; Mason et
al., 2006; Solberg, 2018), and sport governance more broadly (e.g., Geeraert & Drieskens, 2015).
In existing work applying agency theory to sport contexts, authors have explored a variety of

principal-agent relationships, demonstrating the flexibility of the theoretical approach. Table 2.1
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provides an overview of how some existing work has used agency theory to conceptualise

relationships within various sporting contexts.

Table 2.1

Principal-agent Relationships in Sport Research

Paper

Principal

Agent

Foreman, Bendicksen, and
Cowden (2020)

Geeraert (2017)

Geeraert and Drieskens
(2015)

Mason (1997)
Mason and Slack (2001)
Mason and Slack (2005)

Mason, Thibault, and Misener
(2006)

Schlesinger and Doherty
(2020)

Solberg (2018)

National Football League
(NFL) Owners

International Sport
Organisations

European Union

NFL
Professional Hockey Players

Various (e.g., players,
individual league franchise,
professional league)

International Olympic
Committee

State

Government

NFL Head Coaches

Host Government and Local
Organizing Committee

FIFA/JUEFA

NFL Team Franchises
Agents

Various (e.g., agents, players,
team management, player’s
association)

International Olympic
Committee Members

Voluntary Sport Clubs

Organisations benefitting
from the event (e.g.,
International Sport
Federations)

Specifically, agency theory has been applied in the sport event context to analyse

corruption within international sport organisations (Mason et al., 2006) and sport event

governance (Geeraert, 2017; Solberg 2018). Mason and colleagues (2006) examined the

behaviour of International Olympic Committee (I0C) members in relation to corruption and self-

interested actions. In their use of agency theory, the authors considered the 10C as the principal,

and the 10C members as the agents. Within this conceptualization of the IOC/IOC member
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relationship, the authors pointed out that in case where there is no single individual or
organisation responsible for monitoring the behaviour of the agent, principal-agent problems
may be more likely (Mason et al., 2006). This may be particularly relevant in the case of host
residents and local government in general, and in the context of sport events in particular, where
residents are indeed a group of many diverse individuals. Further, residents ultimately have little
power to monitor their governments to ensure that objectives and promises are met apart from
voting rights, which may only be exercised every few years during an election, a sort of
outcome-based incentive (Miller, 2005). Therefore, it may be more appropriate to evaluate
principal-agent relationships in the context of sport events in relation to how an event may
influence the relationship in addition to how to improve efficiency (e.g., cost effectiveness, event
outcomes, limiting opportunism, etc.) via monitoring and contracting, which has been the
dominant approach thus far.

For instance, Geeraert (2017) used agency theory to theorize the governance and
organisation of sport events by positioning both the host government alongside the local
organizing committee as specialized agents. Meanwhile, the international sport organisation
(e.g., the 10C) acted as principal (Geeraert, 2017). Geeraert suggested that ex-ante and ex-post
approaches to contracting and monitoring costs, profitability, and economic outcomes using
screening processes and steering, for example, could act as control mechanisms in reducing
principal-agent problems in this relationship. Geeraert (2017) framed the International Sport
Organization (ISO)/Local Organizing Committee and Host Government (LOC+HG) relationship
as central in the sport event context and suggested that the 1ISO needs to implement control
mechanisms in order to ensure that the LOC+HG act more in line with ISO interests. However,

this conceptualization of the sport event context continues to focus significantly on monitoring
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and contracting, but also on the 1SO, without considering the needs and interests of the host
residents who ultimately pay for and are impacted by such events.

Solberg (2018) similarly positioned the government and other event stakeholders as the
actors in the event principal-agent relationship. Solberg (2018) considered the government to be
the principal, and the stakeholders who benefit from the event (e.g., international sport
federations), the agents. In their work, Solberg (2018) further acknowledged the role of the host
residents and resident support in relation to a publicly funded event. The author stated that the
support of the residents for an event may influence politicians to support the event financially in
order to gain favour for re-election (Solberg 2018). While this relationship is acknowledged, host
residents were not included in the author’s conceptualization of agency theory in the sport event
context. Although existing work on sport events and related principal-agent relationships offers
useful perspectives on event governance, and advocates for including multiple stakeholders in
related research (Geeraert & Drieskens, 2015; Mason et al., 2006), previous work neglects to
include host residents — significant financial contributors — as a stakeholder in the process of
publicly funded sport events.

We acknowledge that multiple principal-agent relationships such as those addressed in
previous literature exist in the context of sport events. For example, the local government may
indeed act as principal in relation to events rights holders and other stakeholders, as suggested by
Solberg (2018), as well as act as an agent in relation to other stakeholders, as suggested by
Geeraert (2017). Further, at various stages of an event process (i.e., through bidding, and then
planning and implementation), principal-agent roles may shift depending on how the event in
question is governed. The approach we present here; however, focuses on host residents within

the traditional dyadic principal-agent relationship, with the host residents as principal and the
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local government (and possibly the LOC) as agents. Our use of sociological foundations of
agency theory offers space to consider the context and other important actors in the context of
sport events as well while maintaining focus on host residents and the government’s role in
acting within the best interest of its citizens.

Recently, the application of agency theory in sport research has supported the idea that
the theory can explain the relationships that the government has with various actors. Schlesinger
and Doherty (2020) used agency theory to better understand how certification for sport clubs
may help to mitigate some challenges that exist in the state (principal)/voluntary sport club
(agent) relationship. This work suggested that the application of agency theory in political
science domains and political contexts discussed above is also relevant to sport studies. When
considering Schlesinger and Doherty’s (2020) work alongside work using agency theory in sport
events, advancing the use of agency theory to investigate the public/government relationship in
this context is supported.

A Renewed Approach to Using Agency Theory in the Sport Event Context

Given the importance of host residents in the context of sport events, we apply agency
theory to include host residents, and consider them as the principal who delegates tasks and
responsibilities to the government, who acts as the agent. To better understand this principal-
agent relationship in particular, we suggest employing the sociological understanding of agency
theory to consider knowledge, power, and trust in the public/government relationship. Following
Waterman and Meier (1998), we suggest empirical avenues through which scholars can consider
the extent to which principal-agent problems exist in this relationship. In doing so, agency theory
can be used in sport event research to investigate the relationship between the public and local

government. Furthermore, and as highlighted above, much of the sport-related work using
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agency theory to date has been conceptual, with limited empirical application (for exceptions see

Foreman et al., 2020; Mason & Slack, 2001; Schlesinger & Doherty, 2020). The approach

suggested herein offers researchers the building blocks to begin using agency theory empirically

to better understand and focus on host residents in the sport event space. The following sections

will outline our suggested approach. First, we explain the principal-agent relationship at hand,

followed by how agency theory can be applied in a new way to advance our understanding of

sport event contexts. Table 2.2 below, outlines how each concept addressed may be applied to,

and manifested in, the sport event context.

Table 2.2

Conceptual Approach Overview

Concept Explanation Event Context
Principal The principal delegates tasks Host Community Residents
Agent The agent completes tasks on behalf  Local Government
of the principal
Knowledge Refers to an individuals’ (perceived) Residents’ knowledge of the event

understanding of the other party’s
role in a relationship (Nunkoo, 2015)

Higher levels of knowledge amongst
the principal may reduce information
asymmetry, indicating a stronger P-A
relationship (Saam, 2007)

context, and the government’s role
may influence their ability to monitor
the government’s actions in relation to
the event.

Examining residents’ knowledge of
the event context may demonstrate the
degree to which information
asymmetry exists.
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Power Individuals’ (perceived) ability to Residents’ involvement in, or ability
influence decisions in a given to ‘control’ the event context or event
context; to exercise their own will process may influence the local
over others’ (Kiser, 1999) government’s actions and possibly
Ability of principal to control agent  shift their interests, reducing the
or context may decrease P-A chances for them to act
problems, reduce conflicting opportunistically, indicating a stronger
interests, and limit agent P-A relationship.
opportunism (Saam, 2007)

Trust Trust is a conditional, relational, Residents’ trust in their local

judgement (Levi & Stoker, 2000)

Increased trust(worthiness) is tied to
decreased principal-agent problems;
more efficient relationship
(Greenwood & Van Buren, 2010;
Miller & Whitford, 2002)

government may (1) influence their
support of the event, and (2) may be
influenced by their experiences of the
event.

Trustworthiness on the part of the
government may ensure the host
residents’ expectations are considered
and needs are met.

Host Residents as Principal/Local Government as Agent

To explore the host resident/local government relationship in the sport event context, we
conceptualize the relationship between the host residents and the local government as a
principal-agent relationship. In this case, we situate the host residents as the principal, who
delegate tasks to the local government; the agent. This relationship exists outside of the sport
event context due to the role the government plays in a democratic society more broadly
(Kitschelt & Wilkinson, 2007; Worsham et al., 1997). Ultimately, citizens vote in and, therefore,
entrust elected officials to guide public servants, work on policy, act in the residents’ best
interests, and be responsible stewards of public money (Alford, 2002). In many cases, this
manifests in the ways in which government provides basic needs of residents such as education,

infrastructure, and in some systems healthcare (Alford, 2002), as well as leisure and
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entertainment opportunities, such as tourism, recreation, and sport (Burbank et al., 2001;
Nunkoo, 2015).

In regard to sport events, governments are often, at least in part, responsible for bringing
events to a city, and for determining parameters within which events may be hosted in a certain
community (Anderson & Taks, 2018). In the context of major sport events, governments are
often responsible for (partially) funding the event, play a role in organizing and promoting the
event (alongside the local event organizing committee), while also offering political support
(McCloy, 2009). Scholars have explained, in numerous ways, that governments may choose to
support sport events due to the events’ perceived, or assumed, positive impacts on the host
community, region, or city (Burbank et al., 2001). Such impacts include, for example, economic
impact, social impact, infrastructure development, or sport participation outcomes, and are
typically expressed in event bid documents. Due to the government’s role in this process, and
their responsibility to act on behalf of the host residents, we can extend the nature of the
public/government (principal-agent) relationship to the sport event context.

Using an agency theory approach to understand sport events and the public/government
relationship situates the event within a broader context of the host city and offers insight into the
event hosting itself and how the sport event may influence the public/government relationship in
the future. To investigate the relationship between these two parties, we suggest drawing on
sociological foundations of agency theory, including the consideration of the sociopolitical
context in question, as opposed to the often-used economic foundations of the theory. To do so,
researchers may draw on a wide variety of government documents, meetings, policies, and data
from various sources and perspectives. To contextualize the public/government relationship

researchers will want to understand how the parties have interacted in the past. For instance,
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drawing on meeting minutes and learning about public engagement efforts from years leading up
to the event will provide a historical perspective from which the event context can be understood.
Similar sources of data can be used to determine resident needs and potential conflicting interests
between residents/government, which will be outlined in more detail below.

As discussed above, taking a sociological approach to agency theory addresses some of
the previous critiques of the theory. For example, the simplicity of the dyadic relationship is
addressed in sociological applications of the theory by considering context and offering
opportunities for multiple principals or multiple agents in the analysis. While the consideration
of multiple actors is similar to other theories such as stakeholder theory (Freeman, 1984) or
stakeholder-agency theory (Hill & Jones, 1992), an agency theory approach allows for the focus
of the inquiry to be on one central dyadic relationship situated within a broader context where
one actor is tasked with acting for the other, as opposed to on multiple stakeholders and the
network as a whole. Further, while stakeholder theory offers a view of the complex sport event
space including host societies, sponsors, sport organisations, and more, Phillips and colleagues
(2003) have suggested that stakeholder theory is primarily a theory of the firm. On the contrary,
agency theory has demonstrated applications in both business settings and public administration
settings (Kiser, 1999), suggesting that agency theory offers the flexibility needed to investigate
this context.

Scholars across disciplines have critiqued agency theory for its lack of empirical
application (e.g., Kiser, 1999). While some work in sport research has applied the approach
empirically, empirical work using agency theory in the sport event context has been limited to
date. The conceptual approach offered herein will take into account the role of knowledge,

power, and trust, and offers ways to measure each concept in the dyadic principal-agent
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relationship, thereby providing an empirical avenue for better understanding the context within
which the relationship is situated. We suggest measuring characteristics of principal-agent
relationships (conflicting interests, information asymmetry and potential agent opportunism) by
using knowledge, or the principals’ (perceived) understanding of the other party’s role in a
relationship (Nunkoo et al., 2018), power as a principal’s (perceived) ability to influence
decisions and associated actions in a given context; to exercise their own will over others’ (Kiser,
1999), and trust (the degree to which the principal trusts the agent to fulfill their role; Levi &
Stoker, 2000). Each of these are explained further below, along with conceptual propositions and
methodological suggestions.

Knowledge

Knowledge refers to an individuals’ understanding of the other party’s role in a
relationship (Nunkoo, 2015) and of the context at hand in general. As suggested elsewhere,
knowledge may indeed be indicative of one party’s (in this case, the agent’s) transparency but is
also related to individuals gathering information which therefore allows them to form a
judgement about the other party (Nunkoo et al., 2018). By determining residents’ level of
knowledge in a given situation, we can better understand the discrepancy between that of the
principal and the agent, therefore providing insight into information asymmetry in the
relationship.

In agency theory literature, the principal’s knowledge or understanding of the context
within which the principal-agent relationship exists has been connected to a reduction in
information asymmetry, and, therefore, a stronger principal-agent relationship where both the
agent and principal may benefit (Saam, 2007). In the sport event context, residents’ knowledge

and understanding of the event and the government’s role may influence their ability to monitor
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the government’s actions. By understanding the sociopolitical context, as explained above, and
residents’ knowledge of the situation, scholars can learn how information may or may not be
accessible to residents’, potential government initiatives to act transparently and communicate
with residents can be evaluated, and ways that the public may be informed about events in the
future may be improved.
Proposition 1: We suggest that by measuring residents’ knowledge of the context,
researchers can determine the extent to which information asymmetry exists. Higher
levels of knowledge reported by residents may therefore demonstrate lower information
asymmetry in the relationship.

To measure knowledge, researchers may employ quantitative methods by asking residents
about their level of agreement with items such as “I know about sport event development in my
community”, or “I understand the role of the local government regarding sport events” (Nunkoo
et al., 2018). Existing work in the sport event space has explored the ability of governments and
event supporters to shift host resident perceptions via sociopolitical discourse surrounding events
(Anderson & Taks, 2018; Sant & Mason, 2015). Therefore, qualitatively, scholars may wish to
engage in discourse analysis of traditional or social media outlets to better understand how
information is shared with residents and how residents’ knowledge of the context may be shaped.
Power

Power has been conceptualized in various ways. In this case, power refers to an
individuals’ (i.e., the principal’s) perceived ability to influence decisions and exercise their own
will over others’ (i.e., the agent; Miller, 2005). Elsewhere, the principal’s power has been
described as their ability to control the agent or context (Geeraert & Drieskens, 2015). As such,

the more power the principal has in the relationship, the more likely they may be able to
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influence the agent’s actions, and possibly shift their interests, and at the least, may be more
likely to limit agent opportunism (Saam, 2007) in the case that interests do not align.

Existing research in the sport event context suggests that interests between involved
parties do conflict (e.g., McGillivray & McPherson, 2012), and that the elite in a community
often benefit more than the public (e.g., Késenne, 2012). As mentioned in a previous section,
scholars have suggested that actors within the principal-agent relationship may exercise power to
control, and therefore shift, the other actors’ preferences (Geeraert & Drieskens, 2015).
Therefore, in the case of sport events, residents’ involvement in, or ability to control the event
context or event process may influence the actions of the agent and possibly shift their interests
and goals, perhaps reducing the degree to which interests conflict, or at the very least providing
residents with some control to reduce the extent to which agents may act opportunistically.
Understanding how residents perceive their control of event hosting and whether they are a part
of decision making processes can further offer insight into how local governments may better
engage the public at various points leading up to, during, and following a sport event.

Proposition 2: We suggest that power can be used to measure an individual’s ability to

influence actions and possibly the interests and goals of the agent and indicates the extent

to which the agent is able to act opportunistically.

Here, it is important first to investigate how interests between parties may conflict (or
perhaps align), and how agent actions, and possibly interests may have shifted due to the
principals’ power (or lack thereof). To do so, researchers may draw on the sociopolitical context
of the event in question, as described above, and may conduct interviews or focus groups with
associated parties to determine event expectations, objectives, and broader community goals and

expectations (e.g., sport or non-sport infrastructure development, social outcomes). Upon
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determining the sociopolitical context and conflicting interests, scholars may measure residents’
power using items such as “I had personal influence in sport event planning and development”
(Nunkoo, 2015). Further, observation at community events or town hall meetings, as well as
interviews and focus groups with diverse groups of residents in host cities can inform how, and
to what extent, residents are involved in event planning and decision making in their community
(i.e., power), ultimately informing the extent to which principal-agent problems may exist.

Overall, based on our proposed theoretical approach, fewer public engagement and
outreach opportunities may indicate less power and knowledge on the part of the principal,
resulting in information asymmetry, conflicting interests, and ultimately a higher chance of agent
opportunism. Conversely, if residents are adequately engaged in decision making and event
planning, they would likely report higher levels of knowledge, power, and trust, indicating a
stronger principal-agent relationship. Table 2.3 outlines examples of survey items and interview
questions that may be used to investigate knowledge and power in future research applications.
Table 2.3

Applying a principal-agent approach in sport event research

Concept Potential qualitative methods Potential quantitative methods questions
questions
Knowledge Why do you think your city bid to Indicate your level of agreement...

' 2 o
host this event I know the possible impacts of sport

What do you feel were the objectives events on my community®
of the event? [Were you aware of

N | understand the role of the local
event objectives?]

government regarding sport events®

What do you feel were the event | know about sport event

2 ; .
outcomes development in my community®

Power How were you involved with the Indicate your level of agreement. ..
event?

| had/have the opportunity to
To what extent did you feel you had participate in sport event planning®
the opportunity to be involved?



What opportunities existed for the
public to provide feedback and
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| had/have personal influence in sport
event planning®

opinions in Games-related planning? | have discussed sport event planning

with others in my community®

Trust How did event objectives align with  Indicate your level of trust in...
what you feel your community

Your local municipality®
needed? pality

Your province/state/territory®@
To what extent do you feel event P y

objectives were met? Local government elected officials to

make the right decisions about sport

Who do you feel should be events®

responsible for ensuring event

objectives are met? Local government to look after the

interest of the host community in
sport event development(®

Note. Items adapted from WNunkoo (2015) and @Gursoy et al. (2017)

Trust

Levi and Stoker (2000) described trust as relational, conditional, and a judgement that
may be either dichotomous (trust vs. do not trust) or graded (trusts to a certain degree). Of
particular importance here is the notion of political trust. Political trust is one way that
individuals evaluate their political systems, in part based on their expectations (Wong et al.,
2011). While the role of trust in agency theory has been discussed in terms of intra-
organizational relationships (see Beccarra & Gupta, 1999), there remains potential for trust to be
important in other principal-agent relationships as well, such as those between elected officials
and constituents, or in this case, host residents and local government in the sport event context.
Trust was not initially included in the economic-based agency theory conceptualization
(Casadesus-Masanell, 2004); however, scholars rooted in sociology have since demonstrated that
trust is an important component in principal-agent relationships, as with other social
relationships and contexts (Beccerra & Gupta, 1999; Casadesus-Masanell, 2004; Ensminger,

2001). Trust has been suggested as a key component for principal-agent relationships to function
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as efficiently as possible (i.e., minimizing principal-agent problems; Miller & Whitford, 2002),
in part because the existence of trust in a relationship indicates that the principal may have
adequate knowledge of the context (Ensminger, 2001; Greenwood & Van Buren, 2010).
However, the application of trust in agency theory has not yet been applied to the sport event
context.

Gursoy and colleagues (2017) investigated the role of political trust in the exchange
relationship between event organizers and host residents. The authors found that citizens’ trust
had a significant effect on positive event impact perceptions leading to event support. This
finding supports the notion that political trust exists in the public/government relationship prior
to a sport event being hosted and may influence the successful hosting of such event. Gursoy et
al. (2017); however, framed their findings in a way that focused on increasing resident support
for the event. By investigating trust alongside agency theory as we suggest here and
contextualizing this investigation in relation to resident needs and event objectives, scholars can
uncover how event experiences may influence an individual’s feelings towards their local
government, which has broader implications for society outside of sporting spaces. Using agency
theory in this way focuses the inquiry host residents’ needs and experiences in the event context,
with the ultimate goal of ensuring that event proponents, and the government (who is responsible
for acting on behalf of residents) act in residents’ best interest. In doing so, resident support of
the sport event may be a welcomed side-effect yet is not the main goal of improving the
principal-agent relationship.

Given the emerging understanding of the potential role of trust in the sport event context
in relation to sport event impact perceptions (see Gursoy et al., 2017), there is evidence to

suggest that host residents’ experiences with an event may influence their trust in the local
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government. Hosting a sport event and the extent to which resident needs are met may affect
residents’ trust in their government moving forward, influencing the principal-agent relationship
in the long-term and in non-sport contexts as well. For example, if certain event objectives are
deemed appropriate by residents and are promised in the lead-up to an event, but do not come to
fruition, residents’ trust in their government may be tarnished for future sport-related endeavours
as well as in other aspects of social life. In investigating support of stadium funding, Kellison
and Mills (2021) have found some relationship between an individual’s feelings toward public
funding of a stadium and their future voting intentions. Emerging research such as this suggests
connections between sport-related decisions made by governments and the public’s broader
relationship with their government.

Proposition 3: As suggested by previous literature regarding trust and principal-agent

problems, we propose that higher levels of knowledge and power (i.e., lower information

asymmetry, conflicting interests, and less chance for opportunism) may be related to

higher levels of trust in government on the part of residents.

Proposition 4: Increased levels of trust may in turn be related to higher likelihood of

supporting future events, and likelihood of voting for, or re-electing, involved politicians.

To take up this approach, scholars could employ quantitative research approaches and

measure political or general trust in a host community in relation to individuals’ event
experiences and their perceived power and knowledge of the context. Established scales to
measure political trust, such as those used in large-scale surveys (e.g., World Values Survey; see
Zmerli & Newton, 2017), or those already adapted to the sport context by Gursoy and colleagues
(2017) can be applied to various geographical and political contexts. Scholars could also use

specific qualitative questions in interview or focus group settings to uncover individuals’ feelings
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towards their local elected officials. Here, a longitudinal approach (i.e., pre-, during, and post-
event) would be welcome to determine how individuals’ knowledge and power, as well as event
experiences may change individuals’ feelings of trust over time. Examples of survey items and
interview questions are listed above in Table 2.3.

All the aforementioned propositions and conceptual connections will need to be
empirically tested in future research, perhaps by employing some of the methodological
suggestions offered in the sections above. Further, we suggest taking into consideration sport and
event-specific involvement (e.g., by using Shank and Beasley’s (1998) 8-item scale of sport
involvement) as well as other contextual factors such as, but not limited to, the political climate
at hand, and timing within the event process when considering how event experiences and
perspectives on event objectives and outcomes may influence the public/government
relationship. These suggestions are outlined in the following section.

Implications and Conclusion

Given their role as funders of publicly financed sport events, host residents need to be
considered as primary stakeholders in relation to sport events. As the entity that ultimately makes
decisions and acts on behalf of residents, the relationship between the local government and host
residents should be investigated in this context. Examining the relationship between the public
and local government can offer valuable insight into how resident needs may be better accounted
for throughout each phase of the event process, and into how sport events may affect the
relationship beyond the event and therefore how an event may impact a community politically.
Throughout this contribution, we have suggested taking a sociological approach to agency
theory, and incorporating concepts of knowledge, power, and trust to better investigate aspects of

this principal-agent relationship, and to advance our understanding of the political impact of
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events. When considering knowledge, power, trust, and the public/government principal-agent
relationship together, scholars can form a better understanding this integral aspect of sport
events. Using a sociological agency theoretical approach allows for trust to be considered in the
principal-agent relationship at hand. Further, advancements in agency theory from a sociological
perspective offer the opportunity for a broader understanding of the context within which the
relationship exists (Kiser, 1999) and may provide insight into the role actors outside of this main
dyad have in the relationship (Geeraert & Drieskens, 2015).

This conceptual approach warrants empirical testing, and as such methodological
suggestions were presented, and future research directions are discussed here. As suggested
throughout the sections above, applying an agency theory approach empirically involves
collecting data from multiple perspectives both to inform the social-political-economic context
as well as investigate the interests of each party in the principal-agent relationship at hand.
Researchers may choose to employ either qualitative or quantitative research approaches to
understand the interests and goals of both the local government and affiliated actors (such as
politicians and public servants), as well as host residents, while also investigating host residents’
knowledge, power, and trust in regard to their government and the event in question. We have
outlined examples of interview questions and questionnaire items in Table 2.3 to clearly
demonstrate how researchers may apply this conceptual approach in future research.

One potential way that this conceptual approach can be used in future research is to
investigate the extent to which the principal-agent relationship changes over time, and how sport
events may therefore impact the relationship. To do so, data on these dimensions (knowledge,
power, and trust) can be collected before, during, and after an event, alongside resident event

expectations and experiences, and event objectives and outcomes. Investigating these concepts



84

using a longitudinal approach would allow researchers to determine the extent to which
residents’ experiences with a sport event may influence their relationship with the local
government. Furthermore, such an approach could offer insight into how the relationship at hand
may change at various modes of the event process (i.e., planning, implementation, wrap-up;
Parent, 2008) and in the long-term following a Games. For example, knowledge, power, and
trust could be investigated using some of the suggested approaches outlined in Table 2.3 pre-,
during, and post-event in relation to event objectives and outcomes to determine how hosting an
event and pursuing associated outcomes may influence the relationship between the host
residents and the local government. If, for example, host residents feel as though they had an
opportunity to influence decision making and that their needs will be met by the event perhaps
based on pre-event messaging, they may report high levels of knowledge, power, and trust pre-
event. Subsequently, if post-event they feel as though promises and objectives were not met, they
may report lower levels of knowledge, power, and trust in sport processes following an event.
These conceptual relationships are presented in Figure 2.1, demonstrating how an agency
theoretical approach using knowledge, power, and trust may be applied over time in the event
context. The dotted lines in Figure 2.1 indicate the potential variability of each concept over time
throughout the event process, as well as in relation to the other concepts represented. The vertical
arrows connecting host community residents and the government indicate how alignment in

perspectives between principal and agent may influence each concept.
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Figure 2.1
Visual representation of agency theory approach considering knowledge, power, and trust in the

context of sport event hosting

Pre-event During event Post-event
Government N :
Government event objectives, actions, and outcomes
(Agent)
5
e Agent Opportunism i
- Information Asymmetry, Conflicting Interests i-——————*
TTTTTTTTET T _____________________________:____ .
e Knowledge, Power, Trust I
Host Community
Residents [ Resident event expectations and experiences J
(Principal)

Note. The dotted lines indicate the potential variability of concepts over time and at various
points in the event process. The vertical solid arrows indicate how the alignment in perspectives
between principal and agent may influence each concept.

The implications of this approach are two-fold. First, focusing on the host residents as
principal shifts the focus from garnering host resident support towards meeting resident needs
and ensuring the principal-agent relationship is efficient. Instead of asking how sport event
supporters can gain more favour from host residents, a better understanding of the
public/government relationship will help to uncover how sport event supporters can meet the
needs and expectations of their largest benefactors. Work extending and testing this conceptual
approach can be applied practically to provide guidance to event managers, politicians, City
staff, and policymakers when pursuing and hosting sport events. For example, understanding

information asymmetries and conflicting interests, and therefore potential opportunism, could
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help inform municipal engagement strategies which allow residents the opportunity to guide and
steer the direction of event hosting. Data collected following an event and learning about the
extent to which resident needs were met (or not) can help inform resident communication and
public engagement strategies employed in the bidding of future events.

Finally, applying knowledge, power, and trust in the context of agency theory may offer
insight into how sport events affect the relationship between host residents and the local
government (Taks & Misener, 2015). This offers broad implications for better understanding the
role that sport events may have within cities, regions, and countries politically and far beyond the
event itself. Data collected longitudinally could offer governments and policymakers with the
opportunity to better understand how a specific event context may influence residents’
relationship with the local government, offering insight into how future initiatives should be
approached and how sport events may influence the public’s political trust and the

public/government relationship as a whole as it exists outside of the sport event context as well.
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“We...We Had Fun, We Did Have Fun”: Long-Term Sport Event Outcomes And
Community Tensions
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In many democratic nations, sport and physical activity broadly are, at least in part,
steered and funded by various levels of government (Bergsgard et al., 2007). As a part of this
broader sport and physical activity support, governments often seek, support, and determine
public investment in sport event hosting for their communities (Anderson & Taks, 2018).
Justification for such support is typically based on the assumption that social, economic, and
cultural objectives may be met simply by hosting a sport event (McCloy, 2009). Given the
pervasiveness of sport events in societies globally, many scholars have investigated the potential
of sport event hosting and the role of sport events in meeting such objectives. Much of this
existing work has focused on mega-sport events (e.g., the Olympics) and suggests that sweeping
positive outcomes for the host city's general public do not necessarily come to fruition from
merely hosting an event (Gibson et al., 2014) and that costs of hosting vastly outweigh any
benefits (Miller, 2015). Moreover, there has been little evidence to suggest a positive long-term
(i.e., more than two years post-event) impact from such large events, and indeed a strategic
approach to using events of any size as tools for positive outcomes is necessary (Taks et al.,
2015).

However, as stewards of taxpayer dollars, governments are responsible for ensuring
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public funds are used appropriately and promises are maintained (Alford, 2002). As such, sport
event scholars have suggested employing strategies such as event leveraging and event
portfolios, and that non-mega sport events may have more potential for reaching planned
outcomes. For this study, non-mega sport events are defined as one-off, publicly funded sport
events that are smaller than their mega-counter parts (e.g., the Olympics and FIFA World Cup)
yet still create a shock in the community (Taks et al., 2015). The potential of non-mega sport
events has been evidenced in some empirical studies (e.g., Kerwin et al., 2015) and conceptual
work (e.g., Agha & Taks, 2015). However, little is known about the extent to which the interests
of event providers and city residents align in the context of non-mega sport events. Taking an
agency theory perspective, which sets us up to consider the government’s role as acting on behalf
of residents, the purpose of this paper is to investigate the alignment of event objectives and
outcomes from the perspective of host city residents and those responsible, in part, for bringing
an event to a city, namely the local government. In doing so, we aim to better understand the
relationship between the public and local government in the context of non-mega sport events.
Throughout this paper we consider community as context, referring to physical space and
neighbourhoods, allowing for “describing how the outcomes of sport organizations are
experienced by a range of actors” (Rich et al., 2021, p. 4) within this context. As such, we refer
to host residents as individuals who reside in the event host city, are part of the communities in
question, and can therefore be affected by the event, regardless of their involvement with the
event or not.
Literature Review
Economically, scholars have found that the costs of hosting mega sport events

significantly outweigh the economic return (Késenne, 2012). Further, hosting mega sport events
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typically costs more than originally planned, with all Olympic Games held between 1960 and
2016 experiencing cost overruns (Flyvbjerg et al., 2021). With mounting skepticism regarding
the economic impact of events, scholars have investigated the less tangible, yet appealing
potential of social impacts from events. Some short-term social impacts have been observed from
mega sport events. For example, Gibson et al. (2014) investigated resident perceptions and social
capital in the 2010 FIFA World Cup context. The authors collected pre- and post-event surveys
from host residents. The results demonstrated that psychic income increased from pre- to post-
event while social capital decreased. Data collected eight months following the end of the event
demonstrated that short-term impacts may be evident however are ultimately unsustainable
(Gibson et al., 2014). Similarly, research suggests that a short-term boost in subjective well-
being may occur during and following an event, but again is relatively unsustainable long-term
(Taks & Rocha, in press).

As evidenced here, sport event scholars are hesitant to suggest that hosting such events
may have a long-term impact on the public. Regardless, some examples of long-term impacts
exist for specific cohorts and contexts. Aizawa et al.”s (2018) cohort study investigated sport
participation outcomes from the 1964 Tokyo Olympic Games and found that individuals aged
10-19 years old during the Games were more likely to be physically active in the years that
followed. Chalip and colleagues (2017) found that concerted financial support of sport
participation in the case of the 1984 Los Angeles Olympic Games may have contributed to
higher sport participation rates amongst youth in the Los Angeles area compared to the national
average. While these two examples indicated some long-term effects from the mega sport events
investigated, the authors pointed to the importance of the specific event contexts in influencing

such outcomes (Aizawa et al., 2018; Chalip et al., 2017). Despite these studies, there remains a
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concern that the long-term impact promises made by event supporters during the bid and lead-up
phases of an event seldom come to fruition.

Considering this lack of evidence, event scholars have suggested strategic approaches to
better meet city objectives and community needs using events. Chalip (2004) introduced
leveraging as an approach to strategically use events for achieving pre-determined goals.
Leveraging is focused on how events could be used as tools to achieve economic and tourism
objectives through increasing visitor spending (Chalip, 2004; O’Brien, 2007), and achieving
social goals in the host area by leveraging liminality and communitas (Chalip, 2006).

Ziakas and Costa (2011) further developed the notion of an event portfolio, suggesting
that a strategic collection of different events can be more beneficial to meeting a host
community’s policy objectives than a string of one-0ff events. The authors suggested that
different event genres can meet the interests and needs of various groups within a community
(Ziakas & Costa, 2011). In Clark and Misener’s (2015) investigation of an event portfolio in
London, Ontario, Canada, the authors found that the city had hosted a sequence of sport events
and recognized the use of events within the city’s broader development goals. However, the
authors identified several challenges in developing and enacting a sustainable and strategic event
portfolio, including creating and sustaining relationships, a lack of connection between arts,
culture, and sport, and incoherent strategic goals and objectives. Similar challenges have been
identified when trying to enact leveraging strategies, including relationship-building, lack of
capacity, and events-based restrictions regarding what initiatives may be worked towards
(Chalip, 2014; Kelly et al., 2019). As demonstrated here, scholars have suggested ways to use
events strategically, and while cities have begun to employ some of these methods in practice,

challenges remain. Further, scholars have indicated that there is often a discrepancy between the
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interests of the local community and the objectives of sport event organizers and policymakers
(McGillivray & McPherson, 2012). As such, there remains a need for further research regarding
how to leverage events and build sustainable event portfolios for lasting outcomes and for
meeting diverse community interests.

Alongside work in the event leveraging and event portfolio spaces, event scholars have
indicated that non-mega sport events may have more potential for meeting event objectives,
fulfilling city needs, and have lower chance of exceeding a city’s capacity (financial, or
otherwise). Non-mega sport events are more often embedded within a host community, and
therefore may be better poised for meeting community needs (Smith, 2009) and may better foster
the relationships needed for successful leveraging initiatives. These events could, therefore,
better meet bid and policy objectives compared to mega sport events (Kerwin et al., 2015);
however. there remains limited empirical research investigating this potential. In their work,
Agha and Taks (2015) built a conceptual model demonstrating how the ‘fit’ between a city’s
capacity and the event’s resource demand are imperative in determining whether an event could
have positive and lasting impacts, or at least do no harm to a host city long-term.

While literature suggests more potential for positive economic and social outcomes from
non-mega sport events, there remains little empirical information about how government and
resident interests align, and the government/public relationship in this context. Regardless, given
that specific types of one-off smaller events, like their mega sport event counterparts, are often at
least partially publicly funded, residents deserve some positive outcomes from hosting (Késenne,
2012). Much of what is known about the public/government relationship in the context of sport
events focuses on resident support of events, as well as work investigating public referenda in the

context of sport events.
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Many scholars have investigated public support for sport events, often alongside
individuals’ perceptions of sport event impacts, as discussed earlier. Unsurprisingly, those
individuals who perceive more positive event impacts are more likely to support the event
(Weimar & Rocha, 2017). Furthermore, research on the sociopolitical discourse of sport events
has found that event proponents (government officials, corporate and sport leaders) use media
messaging to highlight the benefits of sport events and minimize drawbacks of hosting to garner
public support (Sant & Mason, 2015). Often, investigating public support of events is framed as
an integral aspect of hosting a successful event (Rocha, 2020). While this is indeed important, we
also want to highlight the importance of focusing on learning how to better meet public
interests/needs to gain public support as opposed to focusing on gaining public support for
hosting a successful event. The former approach may better centre the host residents in decision-
and policy-making processes. In doing so, developing a resident-centric strategic approach to
publicly funded sport event bidding and hosting may be employed to work towards sustainable
sport event impacts.

Practically, event support is often gauged through public referenda. Public referenda have
often resulted in Games either not being pursued such as the case for Munich’s 2022 Winter
Olympic Games bid (Coates & Wicker, 2015), or in the case of the 1976 Olympic Winter
Games, being moved (Maennig, 2017). While public support is certainly important for an event’s
success and residents should be involved in decision making to some extent, it is also important
to note that simply holding public referenda does not automatically ensure an equitable
distribution of public goods once decisions are made (Maennig, 2017). Further, scholars have
recently begun investigating event “insiders’” perspectives on referenda. Johnston and

colleagues (2021) found that event insiders (i.e., city event officials, elected officials) were
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resistant to referendums and some felt as though other modes of public consultation could be
more valuable. Research on public referenda and sport event support indicates residents' central
role in sporting event processes. Similarly, sport event governance scholars have noted the
importance of public participation in the sport event process (Parent & Naraine, 2016). However,
there remain gaps in our understanding of how other public consultation and engagement
strategies may be used in the context of sport events.

Taking these research trends together, we see that there remains work to be done in
pursuing a better understanding of how residents’ interests, as taxpayers, can be accounted for in
publicly funded sport event outcomes, particularly taking a long-term view in the context of non-
mega sport events. As such, the purpose of this paper is to investigate the alignment of event
objectives and outcomes from the perspective of host city residents and those responsible, in
part, for bringing an event to a city, namely the local government. In doing so, we aim to better
understand the relationship between the public and local government in this context and aim to
work towards informing future public engagement strategies.

Theoretical Perspective

The theoretical perspective guiding this study is agency theory. Agency theory describes
the relationship between two parties; 1) the principal, who delegates tasks or responsibilities to
2) the agent, who is charged with carrying out these tasks and responsibilities (Shapiro, 2005).
Principal-agent relationships are often characterized by two problems: information asymmetry
and conflicting interests (Waterman & Meier, 1998). Information asymmetry occurs when the
agent has more information about a specific problem or context than the principal. Conflicting

interests occur when the interests of the principal and the agent do not align. When these two
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problems co-exist, the agent is in a position where they may act in their own interest at the
expense of the principal.

In the sport event context, we consider the local government as agent, acting on behalf of
the host city residents, the principal. Existing research suggests that event proponents
(government officials, for example) and residents may have conflicting interests (McGillivray &
McPherson, 2012). Further, depending on the event context, residents may not be privy to certain
event-specific information that could influence their relationship to the event. An agency theory
approach allows us to position the local government as working on behalf of its residents in the
context of a publicly funded sport event, and therefore centres the host city residents’ needs in
the context. While we acknowledge that the sport event context is much more complex than a
dyadic principal-agent relationship (see Parent, 2008), we take this approach to focus on the
relationship between the government as decision makers and resident taxpayers.

Research Approach

To achieve the research purpose, this study investigated several specific research
questions regarding event objectives and outcomes from the perspective of host city residents
(any individual living in the host city, regardless of involvement with the event) and event
providers (local elected officials, City staff, event staff, event board members). The research
questions were:

1. What were the event objectives?

a. How were residents involved?

b. To what extent were residents aware?
2. What are the long-term outcomes of the event?

a. According to event providers?
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b. According to host city residents?
3. How do perspectives correspond between groups?

To answer these research questions, we have used a parallel, multiple case study methodology
(Yin, 2018). The units of analysis were the 2011 Canada Winter Games, held in Halifax, Nova
Scotia, and the 2019 Canada Winter Games, held in Red Deer, Alberta. These event contexts are
elaborated upon in the following section. A case study methodology allows for flexibility in
investigating various facets of the subject of study, considers contextual elements relevant to the
research questions, and supports investigating multiple perspectives from various data sources
(Yin, 2018).
Context

This study was conducted in the context of two national publicly funded, non-mega sport
events in Canada — the 2011 Canada Winter Games, held in Halifax, Nova Scotia, and the 2019
Canada Winter Games, held in Red Deer, Alberta. The Canada Games are a national youth
multi-sport event held every two years, alternating between summer and winter iterations
(Government of Canada, 1997). The Canada Games are governed by the Canada Games Council
and are partly funded by all three levels of Canadian government (federal, provincial/territorial,
municipal). Each iteration of the Canada Games is planned and executed by a local host society
(known in other event contexts as the organizing committee), comprised of a board of directors
and numerous event staff. The following sections provide additional contextual information
regarding each event, the host cities, and planned event outcomes.
2011 Canada Winter Games - Halifax, Nova Scotia

The Regional Municipality of Halifax is a port city on Canada’s east coast and is the

provincial capital of Nova Scotia. Halifax hosted the Canada Winter Games from February 11 to
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27, 2011. At the time Halifax had a population of approximately 390,095. As of the 2016
Canadian Census, 11.4% of Halifax residents identified as a visible minority (no data available
for 2011; Statistics Canada, 2017a). During the 2011 Games, 2,700 athletes competed in 22
sports. Approximately 5,000 volunteers contributed to hosting the Games (Canada Games
Council, 2019). The Canada Games are supported financially by all three levels of Canadian
government. Typically for a Canada Games, the federal government contributes funding for
operational and capital aspects of the event, and the province and municipality contribute capital
funding and in-kind support for the host society (Government of Canada, 1997). For the 2011
iteration of the Canada Games, the budget was roughly 37 million Canadian dollars, $24.4
million of which was public funding. Two new venues were built for the Games — the Canada
Games Centre and the Emera Speedskating Oval, and existing infrastructure such as a
performing arts theatre at Citadel High School was upgraded. The Canada Games Centre is a
multi-use recreation centre including a 25-metre pool, indoor walking track, gym, and meeting
rooms (Canada Games Centre, 2012). The Emera Speedskating Oval was initially meant to be a
temporary facility; however, following the Games the community raised funds to maintain it for
free public use. In the winter, skating equipment is available for free rental, and in the summer
the oval is used for rollerblading, skateboarding, and other similar activities.
2019 Canada Winter Games — Red Deer, Alberta

Red Deer is a mid-sized city in Alberta, located halfway between the province’s two
largest cities — Calgary and Edmonton. Red Deer hosted the Canada Winter Games from
February 15 to March 3, 2019. At the time, Red Deer had a population of approximately
101,000. As of the 2016 Canadian Census 15.5% of Red Deer residents identified as a visible

minority (Statistics Canada, 2017b). During the 2019 Games, 3,600 athletes competed in 19
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sports, with 4,600 volunteers contributing to host (2019 Canada Winter Games, 2020).
According to documents collected for this study, the budget for the Red Deer Games was 44.3
million Canadian dollars, approximately $30.2 million of which was public funds. Three new
venues were built — The Gary W. Harris Canada Games Centre at Red Deer Polytechnic (a local
college), an outdoor speedskating oval, and the Gary W. Harris Celebration Plaza in downtown
Red Deer. Upgrades were made to existing venues, such as the River Bend Golf and Recreation
area and local ski hills. The Gary W. Harris Canada Games Centre is a multi-use recreation
centre and primarily services students and staff at Red Deer Polytechnic. The speedskating oval
is used for training and competitions, and the celebration plaza is a multi-purpose outdoor event
space available for public use through the City of Red Deer (2019 Canada Winter Games, 2020).
Data Collection
Document collection

First, we collected relevant documents and policies for each case (listed in Table 3.1) to
provide context and insight into the event objectives outlined before each event, and the
outcomes evaluated by the host society and municipality post-event. The information gleaned
from document and policy analysis provided initial guidance on discussions about each event in
general and set us up for appropriate conversations in both the semi-structured interviews and the
focus groups. Further, document analyses allowed us to develop infographics outlining each
event's planned objectives and the outcomes according to bid and planning documents, and post-
event reports. The infographics were used in the focus group discussions (outlined below) and

are presented in Figures 3.1 and 3.2.
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Document Frequency Table
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Category 2011 Canada Winter 2019 Canada Winter
Games Games
Bid Committee and Host Society 8 5
Municipality
Games-Specific 5 4
Council Meetings 13 6
Other 2 9
Province
Policy 1 6
Press Release 10 0
Canada Games Council 1 3
Other Stakeholders 12 3
News Articles 3 8
Total (# pages) 55 (1,197 pages) 44 (1,500 pages)

Semi-structured interviews with event providers

To better understand event providers' perspectives and interests, we conducted semi-
structured interviews with individuals from the elected local government, City staff, and event
host society staff and board members. While we are mainly interested in the relationship between
the local government/City and residents, individuals primarily involved with the event host
society were included here as well, given the host society’s role in event planning and
implementation. Throughout the results and discussion sections, this group of participants will
often be referred to as “PROV” to denote “providers.” All individuals had formal and direct roles
in bidding for, or planning their respective event. Participants were identified by internet search
and document analysis and were contacted via publicly available email addresses. With each
interview, existing participants were also asked to share the study information with others for
snowball sampling. Ten interviews for the Halifax event and 12 for the Red Deer event were

completed in spring 2021. Because of the COVID-19 pandemic, all interviews were done
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virtually over Zoom or Microsoft Teams. The interviews lasted between 20 minutes and 1 hour

16 minutes, were audio- and video-recorded, and transcribed verbatim. Interview participants’

pseudonyms and de-identified job descriptors are listed in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2

Interview Participants

Event Context

Interviewee (Int. #)

De-Identified Job Descriptor

2011 Canada Winter

Games

2019 Canada Winter

Games

Erika (H.1)
Brad (H.2)
Danny (H.3)
Eric (H.4)

Jeff (H.5)
Richard (H.6)
Ethan (H.7)
Natalie (H.8)
Sophie (H.9)
Jeremy (H.10)
Carl (RD.1)
Michele (RD.2)
Patrick (RD.3)
Janet (RD.4)
Gregory (RD.5)
Tom (RD.6)
Dean (RD.7)
Jason (RD.8)
Amber (RD.9)
Kim (RD.10)
Nick (RD.11)
Tony (RD.12)

Government Official (Provincial)
Elected Official (Municipal)
Host Society Staff

Host Society Staff

Host Society Board Member
Sport Organization Staff (Provincial)
Municipal Staff

Municipal Staff

Elected Official (Municipal, Provincial)
Elected Official (Municipal)
Elected Official (Municipal)
Host Society Staff

Municipal Staff

Municipal Staff

Host Society Staff

Host Society Board Member
Host Society Staff

Municipal Staff

Municipal Staff

Host Society Board Member
Host Society Staff

Host Society Staff

Focus groups with residents

To inform the host resident perspective in this study, we engaged in focus groups with

individuals 18 years of age and older and who had lived in the respective City before and since

the event. We define “host residents” broadly; therefore, individuals were encouraged to

participate regardless of their involvement with sport or the event itself. Throughout the results

and discussion sections, this group of participants will often be referred to as “RES” to denote
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“residents.” Participants were recruited via social media, the lead author’s personal connections,

community message boards, community groups and associations, and snowball sampling. Some

participants were not involved in their respective event, while others had Games-time volunteer

roles. Due to scheduling and recruitment challenges, some participants completed one-on-one

interviews instead of a focus group. Two focus groups and three one-on-one interviews were

conducted for the Halifax event. For Red Deer, five focus groups and four one-on-one interviews

were conducted. A total of 27 individuals participated across the two events. All resident focus

groups and interviews were held between August and October 2021 over Zoom because of

COVID-19 restrictions. The conversations ranged from 37 minutes to 1 hour and 47 minutes,

were audio- and video-recorded, and transcribed verbatim. Host resident participants are

presented in Table 3.3 with pseudonyms, focus group/interview descriptors, and each

participant’s event involvement.

Table 3.3

Resident Focus Group and Interview Participants

Event Participant (FG/Int. #) Event Involvement Sport Involvement
Context
2011 Canada Candice (H.FG1) None Outdoor Recreation
Winter Catherine (H.FG1) Volunteer Recreational
Games Marissa (H.FG1) None Recreational
Laura (H.FG2) Ceremony performer Dance
Monica (H.FG2) None Recreational
Sierra (H.Int1) Volunteer Recreational
Rachel (H.Int2) None Little to none
Colton (H.Int3) None Recreational
2019 Canada Russell (RD.FG1) None None
Winter Cheryl (RD.FG1) Volunteer Trained as official, volunteer
Games Yasmin (RD.FG1) None Sport parent
Brett (RD.FG1) Volunteer Competitive
David (RD.FG1) Volunteer Competitive

Phil (RD.FG2)
Hannah (RD.FG2)

Involved due to job
Involved due to job

Recreational
Recreational, sport parent
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Ken (RD.FG2) Volunteer; involved Recreational, volunteer
due to job

Paul (RD.FG3) Volunteer Recreational

Michaela (RD.FG3) Volunteer Recreational, sport parent

Maria (RD.FG3) Volunteer Spectator, volunteer

Justin (RD.FG4) None Recreational

Lucy (RD.FG4) None None

Jessica (RD.FG5) Volunteer Recreational, trained as official

Betty (RD.FG5) Volunteer Sport parent

Taylor (RD.Intl) Volunteer Volunteer

Dawn (RD.Int2) None None

Susan (RD.Int3) Volunteer None

Brandon (RD.Int4) Volunteer Volunteer

Focus groups were conducted in two parts; first, participants were asked questions about
their event and sport involvement, their memory of the event, and how they felt the event
impacted their community. Second, participants were presented with an infographic that outlined
community-focused event objectives and outcomes as they had been described and evaluated in
the event documents from an earlier phase of the project. This offered participants the
opportunity to discuss how they felt about and had experienced some of the items that were
apparent in event documents. Further, given the time that had passed since each event, the
infographic acted as a memory aide.

Data Analysis

All documents and policies collected, and interview and focus group transcripts were
uploaded into NVivo to organize the data and facilitate analysis. We then used thematic analysis
(Braun & Clarke, 2006, 2012) to analyze the data. Thematic analysis involves six steps to data
analysis, progressing through familiarizing oneself with the data through coding, developing sub-
themes and themes, ending with reporting results (Braun & Clarke, 2012).

First, the lead author analyzed the collected documents to provide context of each event and

familiarize themselves with the planned event objectives and outcomes from the perspective of
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event providers. This process involved notetaking and iterative discussion with the second
author. To analyze the interview and focus group data, the lead author read through the data set
and took handwritten notes of pertinent information and topics to revisit to familiarize
themselves with the data. Upon completing this first round of notetaking, the lead author
consulted the second author to discuss ideas and initial interpretation of the data. Next, the lead
author inductively coded the data set, often re-reading excerpts and re-visiting earlier codes as
analysis progressed. Finally, upon consulting with the second author, led by their understanding
of related literature, the lead author developed themes by grouping codes related to the research
questions. Taking a thematic analysis approach allowed us to develop patterns and themes in the
data and analyze information across multiple sources of information and data collection methods
(Braun & Clarke, 2006, 2012), ultimately fulfilling the project's purpose.
Results And Discussion

As discussed above in relation to each event context and the focus group discussions,
descriptive infographics were created for each event outlining the objectives and outcomes
derived from the document analyses. We determined theory- and data-driven categories of event
objectives to organize the multitude of event objectives outlined in the documents. These
included infrastructure, sport development, sustainability, art and culture, economic, social, and
other. The outcome column was left blank if there was no information in the post-event
documents explaining the outcomes of the associated objectives. It is important to note that the
information gathered for the infographics reflected event provider perspectives through post-
event reports, impact assessments, and municipal meeting minutes. The long-term evaluation of
outcomes is better reflected through interview and focus group results outlined below. The

infographics are presented in Figures 3.1 and 3.2 to offer insight into research questions one and
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two, to provide more in-depth information regarding some of the goals each city had in hosting
their Games, and to foreground the interview and focus group results and discussion that follow.
Figure 3.1

Infographic of event objectives and outcomes — 2011 Canada Winter Games

Community-Focused Event Objectives and Outcomes - 2011 Canada Winter Games in Halifax, NS

information in this flyer is derived from organizational documents related to the 2011 Canada Winter Games

Objectives Outcomes

Canada Games Centre multi-sport facility

Trail upgrades, snowmaking/maintenance equipment
$15 million in capital upgrades to existing venues
$50,000 to complete the construction of the Spatz
Theatre at Citadel High Schoal

Long-track speedskating oval at the Commons
{(unplanned cutcome)

* Multi-sport recreation facility

Ski Martock and Ski Wentworth upgrades
Additional facility upgrades (i.e, Cole
Harbour Place, Citadel High, Halifax Forum,
St. Mary's University)

Infrastructure

.

Sport Nova Scotia
e $1.1 million in sport equipment left over

Build champions
Equipment distribution

t Canada Games Legacy Fund of at e $1.5 million legacy fund managed b
Sport least $1 million = gacy anag Y

Development

Green footprint

‘vﬂ Sustainability * Increased awareness of
Y environmental issues
* Increased capacity in arts and e Spatz Theatre construction
i s Scholarship funding through Nova
e-. Art & Culture culture community p 2 g
-~ Scotia Talent Trust

* 338 million visitor spending

$6.1 million visitor spending

Economic * 81 millian economic activity in the » $58.3 million economic activity in province
province * $34.9 million economic activity in HRM
* 3595 million economic activity in HRM
* Increased community pride « 5063 trained volunteers (850

* Increased community image
Volunteer development

* Increased sport participation
Social Improved diversity and inclusion
&) (disability, aboriginal peoples, gender
equity, multiculturalism)
* Improved health behaviours of citizens
* Youth participation

bilingual)
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Infographic of event objectives and outcomes — 2019 Canada Winter Games

Objectives

Multi-sport recreation facility

Long-track speedskating oval

River Bend Golf and Recreation Area
Canyon Ski Resort

* Games Celebration Plaza

Facility upgrades (i.e., Central schoal, Red
Deer arena)

Infrastructure

Community-Focused Event Objectives and Outcomes - 2019 Canada Winter Games in Red Deer, AB

Infoermation in this flyer Is derived from organizational documents related toe the 2019 Canada Winter Games

Outcomes

Gary W. Harris Canada Games Centre at Red Deer College
Great Chief Park long track speedskating oval

River Bend Golf and Recreation Area (incl. biathlon, ski
trails)

ade to mogul a
elebration

making equipment
aza downtown

* $145 million invested across five capital projects

Canada Games Legacy Fund
Inspire athletic excellence

New leadership group for sport
Equipment distribution

Development

;5
5

$650,000 left to Legacy Fund Society for
distribution, applications due February 2021
Central Alberta Sport Authority farmed in
2020

$500,000 of equipment donated

o Community art installation

Waste sorting initiative was implemented but

(-4 » Educate the public about relatively unsuccessfu
“m Sustainab"ity ST » Water filling stations were used
L4 sustainability + Leftover food was donated to the Mustard Seed
¢ 2019 trees planted
* Celebrate Red Deer and Alberta * Ghost of Red Deer Project not
culture pursued
e‘: Art & Culture * Install a new Ghost of Red Deer * Community Art Project U

Sport an south side of Cent
Elementary School

Expected $132 million economic
Economic impact
* Promote Tourism

* Promote social inclusion, diversity,
Social community identity
&) * Connect the nation
s Yolunteer development

$110.3 million economic activity in
AB (incl. $92.4 million in Red Deer)
$68.2 million in spending

Mo significant increase in residents’ pride, connection t©
Red Deer was measured. Some anecdotal evidence.

Red Deer declaration for safefinclusive sport was
developed to prevent harassment, sbuse

Volunteer Central database maintained post-Games (4000
Games-time volunteers)

Volunteer policy created at municipality.

9 Other

City of Red Deer now has a Major
Events Strategy for pursuing future
hasting opportunities

The researchers identified three overarching themes from the interview and focus group

data that answered the research questions, namely: (1) differences in scope and type of outcome,

(2) community engagement and event phase, and (3) events for events’ sake or for community
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needs? Each theme is outlined and discussed alongside descriptive quotes from interview and
focus group participants.
Theme 1: Differences in Scope and Types of Outcomes

Differences in the scope and types of impacts were apparent between groups of
participants (PROV compared to RES) as well as within groups, primarily between Games-time
volunteers (RES-vol) and other residents (RES-non vol), and between City staff and elected
officials (PROV-gov) and host society staff (PROV-host).
Between group differences

First, event providers typically cited a wider array of benefits, which ultimately seemed
to be attributed to a narrower group (i.e., sporting communities). Event outcomes cited by this
group included tangible outcomes such as infrastructure development and less tangible
outcomes, such as capacity building, skill development, social outcomes, networking, and more.
Interestingly, event objectives cited within the policies and documents analyzed were wide in
scope and type and included many intangible objectives. Event outcomes that event provider
interviewees discussed; however, were much narrower in scope. During their interviews, many
providers still discussed intangible outcomes (capacity building, networking, etc.); however,
these conversations were more in relation to sport organizations, event venues, and other
associated groups in the city. Conversely, conversations about event objectives were often in
relation to the broader community.

Alternatively, residents often referred to broader/larger groups, such as the broader
community (compared to only sport participants, for example), yet cited fewer event outcomes,
focusing mainly on infrastructure improvements and perceived economic outcomes. Further,

non-sport involved individuals pointed to how some changes were positive, despite disrupting
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aspects of the city. For example, Yasmin (RD.FG1) explained how the new recreation centre in
Red Deer replaced a trail system she used.
““...the Harris gym that was built in a piece of wilderness where I used to walk my dogs.
And I haven't been there since the gym was built, because now there's a gym in the way.
But other than that, I think they're great facilities, because they really, you know, they've
raised Red Deer from, you know, a small town into a bigger town, a better town.” (Yasmin,
RD.FG1).
Overall, these individuals evaluated the event positively, but expressed more skepticism or
critique of the event than the event providers interviewed.

While some residents did not realize that less tangible outcomes/goals had been tied to
the event, they nonetheless mentioned having fun or feeling a sense of community pride at the
time of the event. Dawn 