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ABSTRACT

This thesis seeks to understand the sadoiplacts that festivals have on their host
communities. It focuses on community festivals as one type of event which have a
particularly strong connectn to their host ammunity. Community festivals are
traditionally organised by and for the local community, and often celebrate a theme
that has developed from within the comntyntself. Community festivals provide
members of a community witbpportunities to engage socialisation, entertainment

and the establishment of social networksiclwttan contribute to the enhancement of
community cohesion and the building sbcial capital within a community.
Additionally, they can provide tourism bditg such as increased visitation and
promotion of a destination’s image. Howee, there is the potential for negative
social impacts to result from the hostiafja festival, includiag traffic congestion,
overcrowding, vandalism and increased anteoeehaviour. This thesis seeks to
understand the perceived sodrmpacts of community fesials from the perspective

of the resident population. Six important gtiens are addresséal this thesis: 1)

what are the underlying dimensions of theigbimpacts of community festivals?; 2)
what are a host community’s expectations and perceptions of the social impacts of a
festival?; 3) are there distinct subgroupghin a communitywho differ in their
feelings towards a festival2) do these subgroups holdfeiing perceptions of the
social impacts of community festivals?; &n the Social Impact Perception (SIP)
scale be used to measure residents’ pémepof the socialmpacts of community
festivals?; and 6) what are the implicais of this research for the planning and

management of future community festivals?

In order to explore these issues, this study draws on literature from the areas of
tourism and sociology. It is from the tourism literature, more specifically on events,
that community festivals are introduced as thcus of this thesis. The sociological
literature on communities reinforces ethimportance of t# ‘community’ in
community festivals, and examines the rivlat festivals can play in contributing to
community development, community wmding and the enhancement of social
capital. Two community festivals wereudted, one in Western Australia and the

other in Victoria, Australia.Data were collected from relnts in each of these two



communities at one point in time following the staging of their festival. Both
qualitative and quantitative methods waeed, including semi-structured interviews,
focus groups, observational techniquedpcument analysis and a residents’

perceptions questionnaire.

The results revealed th#élhere are distincsubgroups within a community who
choose to be involved with ¢ir festival in a range ofvays and who perceive the
social impacts resulting from the festivagiite differently. These subgroups have
been labelled the tolerators, econortycaconnected, attends, avoiders and
volunteers. Whilst holding varied perceptiafshe positive and negative nature of
the impacts and levels at which they oceesidents perceive the social impacts of
community festivals to occur withirsix impact dimensions: inconvenience,
community identity and cohesion, pemsal frustration, entertainment and
socialisation opportunities, community grbwand development, and behavioural
consequences. Those residents who participate in the festival, either as volunteers or
attendees, tend to be thoskorare most positive about thestival and its impacts.
This participation in the community prads opportunities for social transactions,
relationship building and the developmentsaftial networks, which in turn have

positive outcomes for community wellbeing and the development of social capital.

This research has a number of implicatiémrsthe management of future community
festivals, in respect to providing a better understandingsiflents’ perceptions of

the social impacts a festival creates; towards better satisfying the diverse needs of
distinct community subgroups; and relatedhtov festivals can be used to contribute

to community wellbeing and thealeancement of social capital.
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CHAPTER 1:

UNDERSTANDING THE SOCIAL IMPACTS OF
FESTIVALS ON COMMUNITIES

By bringing individuals togetr, festivals can induce a state of ‘effervescence’, even
‘delirium’ (Durkheim, 1995).

1.1 Background to the Research

In recent years, events team has grown to become opnéthe major elements of
Australia’s tourism industry (Get4,995; Crompton & McKyg, 1997; Arcodia &

Robb, 2000). The appeal of events is relatethe unique experiences they offer,
providing an opportunity for individuals tparticipate in sonthing that is not
normally available as part of everydayelifGetz, 1995). The limited duration of an
event adds to this uniqueness, making the opportunity to experience an event
something that is only available for aesgied period of time or, depending on the
event, perhaps only once in a lifetimeTherefore, unlike other fixed tourist
attractions that are available year-roundh atestination, events occur infrequently,
making attendance at an event special or unigtiee eyes of those who have seized

the limited opportunity to participate.

Community festivals as one type of et@me a growing phenomenon in Australia
and indeed worldwide, where theyeaincreasing in number, diversity and
popularity. In Australia, this growth isvident through observation and anecdotal
evidence, including the increased number of community festivals listed on events
calendars produced by various tourisngamisations (Getz, 1991; Jago & Shaw,
1998; Jago, Chalip, Brown, Mg & Ali, 2002). Commuity festivals have been
depicted as “themed publmccasions designed to ocdoer a limited duration that
celebrate valued aspects of a community&y of life” (Dimmock & Tiyce, 2001, p.
358). Like other types of larger eventsprounity festivals aref limited duration.

However, the key feature that distinguishestif@als from other types of events is the



“community and celebratory focus tbhe occurrence” (Arcodia & Robb, 2000, p.
157), often celebrating a theme which eeloped from within the community
itself, where a ‘community’ refers to group of people who have a geographic or
locational commonality (Butcher, 1993). As such, community festivals tend to
reflect what is distinctivabout a particular communitproviding insights into the
“values, interests, and @isations” of the host community (Derrett, 2000, p. 120).
Furthermore, community festivals argpically organised by the host community
using local volunteers and organisingrouittees (Getz, 1991), further reinforcing
the linkages that these festivalsve to their host community.

Getz (1991) defines events tourism as gnsnt of tourism that envisages festivals
and events as tools for destination depment and image building, and as an
attraction for tourists. Indeed, many sh@mmunities seeking to gain benefits
from tourism are choosing to do sodhgh the hosting of aommunity festival
(Delamere & Hinch, 1994; Higham & Ritchi2001). This suggestsview of events
from a tourism perspective in which evenépresent one type of tourist attraction
within a destination that caattract increasedsitation (Getz,1989, 1997; Goldblatt,
2000). When purposefully staged at an pilige quiet time ofyear, an event can
help to extend a destination’s touristason (Goldblatt, 2000; Allen, O'Toole,
McDonnell, & Harris, 2005). Media attention orthe event can further assist in
promoting the destination and encouragfogure visitation (Jago, Chalip, Brown,
Mules, & Ali, 2003; Allen et al., 2005).

However, community festivals can provide madhan these tourism benefits. They
can also strengthen the social fabric of the communities in which they take place.
Community festivals represent an oppoity for individual members of a
community to come together to celebrateialise and be enterteed. This occurs
when individuals and groups participatetive festival and with each other through
volunteering, leisure activés and opportunities for sociglnsactions. Through
their involvement, local residents are atdebenefit from the development of new
skills and interests, and an increased sehs®mmunity spirit and pride. Festivals
can also contribute to an increasedsgeof community identity and belonging, and
can help to enhance social cohesiand community wellbeing (Mayfield &
Crompton, 1995; Arcodia & Robb, 2000; Allet al., 2005; Duffy, 2006).



It follows that while festivals can be vied as a type of events tourism product,
considering only their tourism potentialt@o narrow a view (Getz & Frisby, 1988;
Getz, 1989). An examination of festivals from a community development
perspective is also important (Getz, 1989)-or the purposes of this research,
community development is considered quitedally to include the variety of ways in
which a festival contributes to the enhancement of a community’s way of life (Getz,
1989). These extend beyond the tourism benefentioned earlier and include the
social benefits to members of the hasimmunity arising from involvement and
participation in the life of the community. As a celebration of the uniqueness and
identity of a community, and as a provid#ropportunities for stal transactions

and relationship building, sociologists argie importance of community festivals

to the building of social colseon and reinforcement of setidentity (Turner, 1982;
Durkheim, 1995; Rao, 2001). This has liogtions for the wider community in
terms of their overall level of wellbeing and stock of social capital. Social capital
encompasses the resources and other beaefdsnmunity can gain as a result of the
networks, bonds, trust and othgocial ties that existvithin a community (Local
Government Community Services Assamn of Australia, 1999; Putnam, 2000;

Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2002c).

In short, the hosting of a festival creatke potential for a number of social impacts

on a host community. Social impacts on a host community are those that affect day-
to-day quality of life and bring changes to lifestyle, values, social interactions and
identity (Glasson, Godfrey, & Goodey, 1995; Hall, 2003). Opportunities for
interactions with others, entertainmentdeisure activities, and an increased sense
of identity and pride are all potential outcomes of a festival that may be perceived
positively by locals. Festival organisers aim to foster these expectations by

advertising the potential bemtsfa festival can bring.

However, while festivals provide a number of social benefits, they also generate the
potential for negative impacts on a hosommunity.  Traffic congestion,
overcrowding, road closures, vandalism amtfeased antisocial behaviour represent
negative social impacts thhtive been found to disrupt the lives of locals for the



duration of a festival (€tz, 1997; Delamere, Wankel, & Hinch, 2001; Dimmock &
Tiyce, 2001; Small & Edwards, 2003).

Given the important role thabcal residents play in a community festival, often as
both hosts and participants, their perceptiohshe social impacts are likely to be
important in determining the level of currearid future support for the festival from
the resident population. Consequently, tHeas been a growth in studies which pay
attention to the swal impacts that events mahave (Soutar & McLeod, 1993;
Delamere, 2001; Delamere et al., 20Btedline & Faulkner, 2002a, 2002b; Small &
Edwards, 2003; Waitt, 2003; Reid, 20(4&redline, Deery, & Jago, 2005; Small,
Edwards, & Sheridan, 2005). A number of authors have measured the impacts of
events because of the contribution thiais information can make to improved
planning and management of future evenis particular related to maintaining
community support for the event (Getz, 199mall & Edwards, 2003; Allen et al.,
2005; Bowdin, Allen, O'Toole, Harris, & McDonnell, 2006).

1.2 The Research Focus: the Satilmpacts of Festivals on
Communities

Despite the recognised importance of measgutine social impacts that a festival has
on its host community, relatilselittle work has beemone on developing the tools
for measuring these impacts. The bulk @& thsearch to date has tended to focus on
assessing the economic impacts of evenwi) several tools for measuring these
impacts being developed (Burns, Hatéh,Mules, 1986; McCann & Thompson,
1992; Dwyer, Mellor, Mistilis, & Mules2000; Crompton, Lee, & Shuster, 2001,
Tyrrell & Johnston, 2001). This focus sugtgea bias towardseasuring the success
of events in economic terms, due te ttelative ease with which economic impacts
can be assessed (Dimmock & Tiyce, 200dnd the use of this information in
seeking additional funding support for areet/(Allen et al., 2005). In comparison,
tools for measuring the social impacts of @sdmve been slow to develop. In part,
this can be related to the difficulty of qudlying many social ipacts, which tend to

be intangible in nature. Two main ways in which such intangible impacts can be
dealt with are: 1) by assigmg a surrogate monetary valug, 2) using a subjective

approach (Getz, 1997). Burns et al. (1986%igned surrogate monetary values to



several intangible costs andnedits in their research on the Australian Grand Prix.
These surrogate monetary values are used to represent the cost of certain social
impacts to the local residents; for example, a monetary value is assigned to represent
the time lost by residents because of éased traffic congestion. However, it is
difficult for this approach to calculate monetary values for quality of life issues such
as engagement in social interactionsatrenship building and community wellbeing
(Allen et al., 2005). Thereferrather than attempting guantify such intangible
impacts, many researchers have examitied social impacts of events using a
residents’ perceptions approach (Freelli2000; Delamere, 2001; Delamere et al.,
2001; Fredline, Jago, & Deery, 2003; Small & Edwards, 2003; Reid, 2004).

In this respect, event impact studies htereled to focus on large-scale events (Hall,
1993; Soutar & McLeod, 1993; Getz, 199%all & Hodges, 1996; Fredline, 2000;
Fredline & Faulkner, 2002a, 2002b; Fredi et al., 2003; Waitt, 2003), with
comparatively less research on smaller events, such as community festivals
(Delamere, 2001; Delamere et al.,, 2001; Molloy, 2002; Small, 2002; Small &
Edwards, 2003; Reid, 2004, 2006), and less research on the development of tools for
measuring the social impacts of evente(fine, 2000; Delamere, 2001; Delamere et
al., 2001; Small, 2002; Fredline et al., 2088jall & Edwards, 2003; Fredline et al.,
2005; Small et al., 2005). Therefore theeseds to be a greater focus on smaller
scale events, and how they impact on their host communities. This is important
given the strong relationship between a festival and its host community, which
creates the potential for more intensivepants. In addition, the development of
tools for measuring the social impactscdimmunity festivals will contribute to a
greater understanding of rdents’ perceptions of thesimpacts, and to future

research in this area.

To address these issues, the author miodle preliminary reearch towards the
development of a scale for measuring resiglgmerceptions of the social impacts of
community festivals (Small, 2002; SmallRdwards, 2003; Smadit al., 2005). The
scale, named the Social Impact Perceptid®)Scale, was trialled in a study of a
small community festival, the Australian Festival of the Book held in the Southern
Highlands of New South Wales, Australidhe scale was apptleusing the Delphi

technique, a tool designed to draw witler community perceptions by surveying a



smaller panel of expert members of thenoaunity. In this cae, 32 stakeholders
from the wider community, includingtourism, government and business
representatives, participat@d the study. Using the Delphi technique, respondents
participated in multiple iterations of éhSIP scale, which assessed both their pre-
festival expectations of ipacts and their post-festivaerceptions of impacts. The
study found that the SIP scale provideafuk information about a community’s
overall perceptions of a festival, particularly by comparing respondents’ expectations
and perceptions. These comparisons piediinformation on which expectations
were perceived to have been met by the festival, including both positive and negative
impacts. In addition to whether the impacts were perceived to have occurred as a
result of the festival, the SIP scale afsovided information on the type and level of
impact the festival had on the host commyuniThese data indicated that there may
have been a set of underlying dimensiaies this range of social impacts.
Additionally, the research suggested thlaére were distinct groups within the
community who perceived the impacts of the festival in different ways, as evidenced

by the differing perceptions held by respondents.

Given the use of the Delphi technique andagsociated small sample size, it was not
feasible to refine the SIRale through factor analysis, noould cluster analysis be
used to formally test the existence of the apparent community subgroups. What the
study did suggest, however, was the value of the SIP scale in providing insights into
respondents’ perceptions oktBocial impacts of commuyifestivals, highlighting

the potential for expansion ofdlscale through further study.

This current study serves to further develop SIP scale and taldress the gaps left

by previous research. This thesis will therefore advance research in the area of event
impact scale development, in which there has been relatively little work undertaken.
The overriding aim of this resedr is to answer the questiowhat are the social
impacts of festivals on communitieslo answer this question, the sub-aims of the

research are:

1. to identify the underlying dimensions a@he social impacts of community
festivals;



2. to identify a host community’s expetitms and perceptions of the social
impacts of a festival,

3. to identify whether there are distinct subgroups within a community who differ
in their feelings towards a festival;

4. to investigate whether these subgroupg hibffering perceptions of the social
impacts of community festivals;

5. to further develop the SIRale as a tool for measuring residents’ perceptions of
the social impacts of community festivals;

6. to identify the implications of this search for the planning and management of

future community festivals.

This research makes a number of importoritributions. Firstthis research will
further develop a tool for measuring residemterceptions of # social impacts of
community festivals. In doing so, thissearch will extend the academic literature on
event impact scale development. Seconel résearch will contoute to the existing
literature on residents' pmptions of the social impacf events, by providing a
greater understanding of the social impaogsulting from community festivals.
More practically, this knowldge can be used to inforpolicy development at the
local government level, and thestablishment of guidiees for the planning,
development and management of futurdivats. A deeper understanding of event
impacts can assist event organisers ancebtalers in developing strategies aimed
at minimising or controlling perceived negative impacts as identified by the host
community. Such knowledge can also hé&dpensure that festivals reach their
potential as a tool for achigwg perceived positive socibenefits for members of the
host community. Finally, by identifying sulmyps within the community who feel
differently about a festival, this researbhs implications for event organisers in
understanding and targeting the neealsd concerns of diverse community

subgroups.

1.3 Theoretical and MethodologidaApproach to the Thesis

This thesis is an investigation of the ramgesocial impacts that community festivals
have on their host community. Underpinning this research are two areas of study:

tourism and sociology. From the tourism rétture, it is specifically the area of



events from which community festivals aregented as one type of event, selected
to provide the context in which this ezsch will take placéGetz, 1989, 1991; Jago

& Shaw, 1998; Dimmock & Tiyce, 2001; Allen et al., 2005). Within the events
literature, this research draws on the soitigdacts of events, residents’ perceptions
studies, social exchange theory anckravimpact scale development (Ap, 1990,
1992; Soutar & McLeod, 1993; Delamere, 1997, 2001; Delamere et al., 2001,
Fredline & Faulkner, 20022002b; Fredline et al., 2008mall & Edwards, 2003;
Waitt, 2003; Twynam & Johnston, 2004; Fredline et al., 2005). This research also
draws from the sociological literature aommunity to illustrate how festivals can
contribute to community developmermmunity wellbeing and the enhancement
of social capital (Poplin, 1979; Willntp 1986; Putnam, 2000; Winter, 2000b;
Banks, Butcher, Henderson, & Robertson, 2003; Leonard & Onyx, 2004; Australian
Bureau of Statistics, 260 Ife & Tesoriero, 2006).

In order to investigate the social impaaif festivals on communities, a multiple
cross-sectional design was implemented@he research was carried out on two
community music festivals, one in WesteAustralia and theother in Victoria,
Australia. Data were gathered fronsidents in each of these two communities at

one point in time following thetaging of their festival.

This research is situated within a pragmatic paradigm which stresses that the
meaning and truth of an idea or propios lies in its obsrvable practical
consequences (Cherryholmes, 1992). Praigmaholds the research question as key
and encourages the selection of the basge of methods, both qualitative and
quantitative, that will helpn answering the researguestion at hand (Tashakkori &
Teddlie, 1998; Patton, 2002; Greene, Kreidefylayer, 2005). Therefore a mixed
methods methodology, incorporating both quailitaand quantitative data collection
methods, is used in order to answer thestion, what are the social impacts of
festivals on communities? This approacbviies a more complete picture of the

social impacts that festivals have on their host communities.



1.4 Delimitations of Scope

This research has three delimitations of scope. First, the focus of this research is
specifically on the social impacts that festivals have on their host communities.
Social impacts affect the day-to-day qualitfylife of the host population and bring
changes to their lifestyle, values, sodiaieractions and idenyi (Glasson et al.,
1995; Hall, 2003). While recognising that tieals have the potential to create a
range of impacts, including economic, eovimental and political impacts (Allen et

al., 2005), it is beyond the scope of thissearch to investigate these other
dimensions. However, the researcher mindful that these dimensions are
interrelated and therefore at times, certawcial impacts could be viewed as

impacting on other dimensions.

Second, community festivals have been sebkeis the context in which to undertake
research related to the social impactseeénts. Community festivals provide an
ideal context for advancing tistudy of the social impactf events for two reasons.

As community festivals represent a smatigre of event taking place in a contained
geographic location, they are more manatgedbd investigate. Also, community
festivals have been shown to have strorigéss with their host community than do
other larger events (Getz, 1989; DimmaKTiyce, 2001; Derrett, 2003), which is
important in determining the type and range of positive and negative social impacts
on the host community. This has implicatidos the generalisability of the results,

as small community festivals may induceliierent range of impacts on their host
community than would a mega-event siashan Olympic Games. Moreover, this
research is conducted using two festivaléshwa similar theme, that is, music.
Similar to the way in which community festivals will likely have a different range of
impacts than other larger events, the theme itself may also influence the nature of the
impacts on the host community. For example, the impacts induced by a music
festival may be quite different from thosigat stem from anber arts or cultural
event. While this research does not seeki¢atify the influence that the theme of a
festival has on the impacts created, the infleeoictheme is a factor that needs to be

considered when generalising the findings.



Third, this research is limited to an invgstion of the social impacts of community
festivals, as perceived by the affectbdst communities. Using a residents'
perceptions approach allows the resid@opulation to mkee comment on the
Impacts they perceive a festival hastbam. Moreover, whilst acknowledging that
the impacts of a festival affect a rangé other event staholders, including
sponsors, media and visitors, it is beyond ghepe of this research to incorporate

such perspectives.

1.5 Thesis Outline

This thesis is organised into six chapte Chapter 1 has served to introduce the
research problem and the necessary backgl and context in wth this research
sits. Chapter 2 reviews thdeeant academic literature that has played a role in the
development of this thesis. It preseatsliscussion of theonicepts of community,
social capital and community wellbeing dravirom the sociological literature.
Community festivals are introduced as onenfaf event, and the social impacts of
events, as an extension of the literatwon the social impacts of tourism, are
discussed. Also presentesl a review of the existingesearch in the field of
residents’ perceptions and event impa&lesadevelopment, which together provide
the methodological basis for the thesis.

Chapter 3 outlines the research methodology used in this thesis. It presents the
research design used in gaining an understigraf the social impacts of festivals on
communities. This chapter discussesdherriding research paradigm, methodology
and methods used for data collection. Set within a pragmatic paradigm, the
examination of two Australian communifgstivals using a mixed methods approach

will be discussed. This chapter also expdahe qualitative and quantitative methods
used for data collection, including sestructured interviews, a residents'

perceptions questionnaire, focus graugsservation and document analysis.

Chapter 4 presents the results of the research. First, this chapter outlines the
demographic profile of responaks. Second, the results thfe factor analysis are
presented, outlining the six underlying dmsens of the social impacts of

community festivals. Third, resident&xpectations and perceptions of social
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impacts are discussed. Higafive community subgroupare outlined and discussed
in terms of how they differ in their perdeggs of the sociaimpacts of community

festivals.

Discussion of the results is presented ira@hkr 5. This chapter provides the reader
with an overview of what has been achiewvgth respect to answering the overriding
research question, what are the socialaotp of festivals on communities? It does

this by addressing each of the sub-aims outlined for the thesis.

Chapter 6 concludes the thesis, discussing the implications of this research for the
planning and management of future commuiéstivals. The contributions of this
research are discussed, and suggestionfufther research arproposed based on

the developments made in this thesis.

1.6 Summary

Communities seeking to provide opporturstiéor their members to engage in
socialisation, entertainment and the establishment of social networks are often
looking towards community festivals as oway of achieving these outcomes. A
community festival also provides a numlwéropportunities for the enhancement of
community cohesion and the ilding of social capital within a community. In
addition to these positive social impadisere is the potential for negative social
impacts to result from the hosting of a feativlt is importanto understand the full
range of social impacts that a festiveds on its host commiiy, such that this
knowledge can be used to improve the plagrand management of the festival in
the future. Additionally, the encouragement of positive impacts which have wider
social benefits for the host communitpay contribute to greater community
wellbeing, community development and timhancement of social capital.

Research is therefore required to itfgnthe social impacts resulting from
community festivals and to understand how members of the host community
perceive these impacts. This research will assist in developing a tool to measure
residents’ perceptions of the social aofs of community festivals, which allows

residents to communicate whether a rangenpfaicts has a positive or negative effect
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on them. This researchsal seeks to identify anyulgroups within a community
who may feel differently about a festivalnd aims to understand the reasons and

factors behind these differences.

This chapter has presented a backgroundhéoresearch and has introduced the
research questions and issues. A sumrpoatiie methodology and contributions to

be made by the thesis were provided'his chapter delimited the scope and
boundaries of the research, and outlined thecgtre of the thesis, highlighting what

is to follow in the next five chapterswith the foundation la, chapter 2 will now
present a review of the relevant literature relating to the sociological literature on

community, and the tourism literature on events and the social impacts of events.

12



CHAPTER 2:

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

As introduced in chapter 1, community tieals are the focus of this thesis.
Community festivals represent a small scale type of event, taking place in a
contained geographic location or communi§ommunity festivals have strong links
with their host community, whose membars not only involvedh the organisation

of the festival, but who attend it as anomunity celebration. It is also the host

community that is impacted, both positively and negatively, as a result of a festival.

This chapter presents the literature relevant to the development of this thesis.
Important concepts which underpin theegdts, including community, the area of

events and the social impacts of events and their measurement, are discussed.

2.2 Community

The concept of community is central taliacussion of community festivals and their
social impacts. Given the several dexadver which the term ‘community’ has
been subject to research, definition and ¢ekiais not surprising that there is no one
single definition of it. Howeer, three characteristics have been identified in a
number of definitions of community arttierefore warrant further discussion: 1)
geographic location; 2) social interaxtj and 3) common ties (Bell & Newby, 1971;
Bernard, 1973; Poplin, 1979; Willmott986, 1989; Crow & Allan, 1994).

Geographic location represents the firsareltteristic of comuemity, referring to a
“cluster of people liing within a specific geographiarea” (Poplin, 1979, p. 9).
Members of a community can be viewas a group of people with something in
common, with that commonality being eapled in geographic terms (Willmott,
1986). A second defining characteristiccommunity is that itonsists of a number

of people interacting with one another (Rop1979). Such interaction is typically
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structured around a set of common inséseheld by members of the community
(Willmott, 1986; Taylor, 2003). Common intste can include religion or cultural
heritage, occupation, leisure pursuits ay &ommon experiences or interests that
draw members of a community togethahus forming the basis for social
relationships and interactions betwaaembers of a community. Further, beyond
the geographic location and social interactions, a third defining characteristic is that a
community represents a set of commos tie bonds between people (Poplin, 1979).
Common ties are those aspeofsa community, such as shared goals, values or
norms, through which people can identifyth each other rad their community
(Willmott, 1986; Taylor, 2003). In identiing with their community through these
common ties or bonds, community members can gain a sense of identity and a
feeling of security and belonging. The senf&entity that a person can gain from
connecting with their community should rm¢ underestimated. As Willmott (1986)
explains, in an otherwise complex wordrtain people may heavily rely on their
sense of identification with other membeasf a community as the key to making

sense of their lives

Butcher (1993) also outlines three mews of the concept of community which
although distinct, are each intelated. He defines theseths ‘descriptivg ‘value’,

and ‘active’ meanings of community. &Mirst meaning of community proposed by
Butcher (1993) is the desgtive community, which depts community as a group of
people who have something in commaorhis commonality between people can be
either geographic or interest-related. Butcher’s descriptive meaning of community is
similar to the elements of geographic bea and social interaction outlined above

as two characteristics featuring in a jomdy of community definitions. Thus
Butcher's (1993) descriptive meaning @dmmunity highlightsa community as a
place in which people come togethercéese they have a geographic proximity

and/or share common interests whaeitourage social interaction.

Secondly, Butcher (1993) proposes a meaningommunity as ‘value’, recognising

that solidarity, participation and cohereraze three intrinsic values of communities.
Solidarity refers to the emotional relationships that exist between community
members. Participation refers to shared activities of community members that help

realise common goals and aspirations. Ceee refers to the adoption of a set of
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meanings and values by individual membafrshe community that contribute some
overall sense of their world. This ‘valusense of community builds on the social
interaction and common ties aspects ohownity, as discussed previously. This
meaning of community as ‘value’ suggests wha that community represents to its

members, that is, a place wher@ple share similar values.

The third meaning of community outlined by Butcher (1993) is the idea of ‘active
community’. An active community is reggented by collective action undertaken by
groups of people with either a geograpbicinterest-related commonality, which
embraces one or more of the communiglues of solidarity, participation or
coherence Collective action is typically uredtaken by community groups, networks
or organisations, working together towaeddefined goal or purpose. This meaning
of an ‘active’ community emphasises howopke behave and act in relation to their

common interests andated values.

The concept of community iselevant to communityfestivals for a number of
reasons. First, a community festivabisund by the geographic location in which it
takes place, i.e. within a specific comnityn Second, not only does the community
host the festival in a geographic sense, but its members, the host population,
“organise the event, suppatrthrough volunteer labouand attend it as a community
celebration” (Getz, 1995, p. 129). This repr@s an ‘active community’ that comes
together around shared interests and valaagalise a common goal of organising
and staging a festival in their communitylhird, by hosting the festival in their
community, members of the local populationsthcope with the potential impacts of

the festival, both positive and negative.

When a community comes together to uralatcollective action, such as for the
purpose of staging a community festival, positive outcomes for the community can
be realised. One such outcome can bmemeased level of community wellbeing, as

explored in the following section.
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2.2.1 Community Wellbeing

Community wellbeing is a concept that is difficult to define, and for which there are
many definitions. The definition adoptduere is that which sees community
wellbeing as “aroptimal quality of healthy community life which meets the needs of
people living together in communities” Ral Assist Information Network, 2006).
Community wellbeing has also been ddsed as the quality of life within a
community, as perceived by its own mgers (Cuthill, 2002; Beeton, 2006 he
Australian Bureau of Statistics (2001)pitets wellbeing as hang both individual
and community dimensions. The level iavolvement of an individual in their
community is positively related to botheih individual wellbeing and also the
wellbeing of the wider community (Ahlbrandt & Cunningham, 1979;
Christakopoulou, Dawson, & Gari, 2001; YaRanges Shire Council, 2006). At the
individual level, a persor’ wellbeing is influencedy their connections to, and

interactions with other nmebers of the community.

For people to maintain their wellbeinfpey must become actively involved in
transactions with others. Howeverisithe wider community, which extends beyond
an individual’'s immediate circle of faty and friends, which is the source of the
social and communication fabric that elesbcommunity interactions (Australian
Bureau of Statistics, 2001).In short, a community pys an importat role in
contributing to the wellbeg of its members by providingn environment in which
social interactions and transactions can occur. For many people, beyond their
immediate circle of family and friends,ig their community to which they turn for
support, guidance, social interaction anldtrenship building (Ausalian Bureau of
Statistics, 2001; Yarra Ranges Shire Cour#9i06). In this way, people develop a
sense of belonging, self-wartinvolvement in, and conbition to the life of the
community, and the place to build relationehvith others. These relationships and
interactions are important precursorsatellbeing at a community level (Australian
Bureau of Statistics, 200Christakopoulou et al., 2001).

Community festivals, through their prowsi of entertainmenand socialisation

opportunities, enable individlsaand groups to participate in the community and
with each other through volunteering, tadi part in leisure activities and
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strengthening social networks, which hé@pachieving wellbeing outcomes for the
community. Additionally, community festids have the potential to encourage the
development of social capital within a community, as outlined in the following

section.

2.2.2 Social Capital

Communities provide a forum for sociat®n, entertainment and relationship
building through the support of a rangecoimmunity activitieJAustralian Bureau

of Statistics, 2001). Any typef medium that encouragsscial interaction between
members of a community has potential irdme value for a community. A number

of authors recognise this value as a key aspect of social capital. Early research into
the concept of social capital was undertakg Pierre Bourdieu and James Coleman,
although Robert Putnam can be creditethwiopularising the ancept (Schuller,
Baron, & Field, 2000). Putnam (2000) defs social capitahs the “connections
among individuals — social networkend the norms of reciprocity and
trustworthiness that arise from themSimilar to the ways in which physical and
human capital can provide value, social networks can also add value to both
individuals and groups within a commtyn (Putnam, 2000). The value to a
community is expressed as the resourcesa@her benefits which become available

as a result of the networks, bonds, otheriadoties and trust that exist within a
community (Local Government Communityr@ees Association of Australia, 1999;
Putnam, 2000; Australian BureafiStatistics, 2002c).

Key themes in the growing literature onced capital include networks, social
norms, trust and reciprocity. Each of thesdiscussed to higlght their relationship

to social capital.

Networks

A theme that is central to social capiia the presence of networks or the
relationships which exist among peoplé& network is typically formed between
people who have something in common, such as a hobby, sport, occupation or
religion (Productivity Commission, 2003). Mesrship and active pécipation in a

network provide people with opportunities feocial interactions and transactions.
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Networks are important for the generatioh social capital since it is through
interactions with others that social capitan be built; “social capital cannot be

generated by individuals acting orethown” (Onyx & Bullen, 2000, p. 106).

Social Norms

Social norms are another key aspect dafiadocapital. Social norms are typically
unwritten rules that provide guidancen behaviours that are acceptable or
unacceptable, and those that are moress Valued within a community (Leonard &
Onyx, 2004). Some common social normsudel abiding by the V&, not littering
and showing respect for elders (Praiity Commission, 2003). Social norms often
exist where there is a high level of trustairtommunity, as people can be trusted to
act in accordance with the established saotims, rather than requiring that more

formal rules for behaviour be in place.

Trust

Trust is defined as “the expectation thases within a community of regular, honest
and cooperative behaviour, based on camiyn shared norms, on the part of other
members of that community” (Fukuyama, 599. 26). In other words, individuals
within a community who are trusting expebat other members of their community
will act in an open, predictable and supportivenner. The existence of trust within
a community helps to facilitate the burnd of social networks, which provide
opportunities for people to engage in soaméractions. In tis way, trust can be

seen as important to the enlsament of social capital.

Reciprocity

Central to the concept of reciprocity tise ethic of “do unto others as you would
have them do unto you” (Productivitfommission, 2003). A member of a
community that embraces reciprocity isleabo undertake an adr service to the
benefit of another, with thexpectation that this favourabdet will be reciprocated.
Often it is not known when or by whom ttast will be reciprocad, but there is an
expectation that this reciprocation will fact eventuate (Putnam, 2000; Leonard &
Onyx, 2003). In this way, reciprocity can been as an important builder of trust
within a community. In some communitigsciprocity can also come to be viewed

as a social norm (Leonard & Onyx, 2004).
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The combination of networks, social norntgjst and reciprocity contributes to a
high level of social capital within a oonunity (Leonard & Onyx, 2004). Two main
types of social capital are discussedthe literature: bonding social capital and
bridging social caipal. Bonding social capitalrepresents ties that bind a
homogenous group together, providing theith\a strong sense of identity, trust and
belonging (Putnam, 2000; Schulleragt 2000; Leonard & Onyx, 2004). ‘Bonding’
social relations typically exist amongnidy members and close friends (Cullen &
Whiteford, 2001; Harper, 2001). Bonding soaapital represents strong ties and a
high level of support for group members. clontrast, bridging soal capital serves
to create links between heterogeneous gro(lagtnam, 2000; $ailler et al., 2000).
Bridging social capital can img people together from fiierent groups within a
community, for example, by connecting peoplalifferent ages, gelers or religions
(Leonard & Onyx, 2004). Therefore while bonglisocial capital has benefits for the
tight-knit group, bridging social capitaliisclusive of more people and groups within
a community. This is not to say that oftem is better than the other, as both

provide benefits to involved members.

One way of developing the stock of saccapital within a community is through
having a strong ‘civil society’. Civil sety refers to “any voluntarily formed
association of people with common int&tieor purposes” (Ife & Tesoriero, 2006, p.
17) and includes service clubs such as Liang Rotary, and recreational or sporting
clubs. Active involvement in a communigroup, club or activity is an important
indicator of the stock of social capitalithin a community (Australian Bureau of
Statistics, 2000; Putnam, 2000; Winte2000a). These associations provide
opportunities for networking among their mearndy enabling active participation in
their community (Leonard & Onyx, 2004). @ounity organisationalso contribute
to the development of social capital whérey encourage volunteer involvement. In
fact, volunteering is one of the best wayfsgenerating sociatapital (Leonard &
Onyx, 2004) as it involves engaging in sdcinteractions andelationships with
others, thus establishingelationship networks. Monteering around a common
cause often brings people together fraliwerse backgrounds, which assists in
enhancing bridging social cégl and, therefore, socialohesion in a community.

Voluntary action and involvement in commity clubs and organisations represent
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transactions during which the stock of social capital can be built. Therefore the
presence of a rich array of servicecreational, sporting or other community

organisations indicates thsxcial capital within a commity is likely to be high.

Although social capitacan be enhanced rbugh formal social networks such as
organisations and associations, infatmconnections linking members of a
community are far more conon, and also contribute the stock of social capital
(Putnam, 2000). According to the Australaareau of Statistic€2001), in order to
grow and develop the stock of socialpital, community members must become
involved in transactions with loers. It is daily interactits and even informal social
exchanges between members of a commuoit between an individual and their
immediate circle of family and friends, that can build trust and reciprocity, in turn
enhancing social capital (Australi@ureau of Stastics, 2001, 2002d).

Social capital is not just valuable for the people involved in making the social
contacts and connections but can also have value for the wider community (Putnam,
2000). Using volunteers as an example,amy do the participants receive personal
benefits such as satisfying their own motivations for community involvement and
socialising, but volunteering can be seemadking “a contribution to the wellbeing

of others and the community at large” (Leonard & Onyx, 2004, p. 74). For example,
active members of a service club such agaRoor Lions benefit individually from

the social interactions and new relationstgpsed as a result of their involvement,

but their fundraising and other effottelp those in the wider community.

Thus far the building of sal capital has been dis@exl without mention of the
ability of the stock of soal capital to be diminished Social capital is similar to
economic capital in that ihas a value which increasend decreases over time
(Rojek, 2005). However, ukk economic capital that can be stored and allowed to
accumulate value, the stock and value ofaocapital is increased when it is used,
and decreases when it is not used (Aulistn Bureau of Statics, 2002d). Using
social capital serves to reinforce the ekshled networks and leigeof trust within a
community. For example, a sociabmisaction that increases goodwill between
people and builds social capiia voluntary work. Orthe other hath, a negative

social transaction that depletes trbstween community members and diminishes
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social capital is crime. Therefore, th@dt of social capitalvill accumulate or
diminish depending on the types of sodiansactions occurring between people
(Australian Bureau oStatistics, 2001).

Social capital cannot be built without the necessary opportunities for the
establishment of social netwks and social interactions between members of the
community (Falk & Kilpatrick, 2000). Commity festivals are one type of activity
that provides such opportunities for so@akchanges between people. Community
festivals enable individuals and groupg#aticipate in the community and with each
other through volunteering, leige activities and opportunitiésr social transactions.

By encouraging active relationships amateractions with others, community

festivals can be seen as increasing theksof social capital within a community.

2.3Events

In this section, the areaf events is profiled in ordeo establish the context of this
research. First to be discussed is the typology of events and the place of community
festivals in this typology. Second is a discussion of the social impacts of events,

drawing on the previous reselarconducted in this area.

2.3.1 Events: Defining the Field

Worldwide, events are a growing ptwenenon, increasing in number and popularity
(Crompton & McKay, 1997; Getz, 1997; Gurséyimn, & Uysal, 2004). Events are a
unique form of tourism product, which ranigescale from mega-events at one end of
the scale to small community festivalstla¢ other (Getz, 1989). They showcase a
variety of themes including food and winetsamusic, sport, religion, history and
culture (Getz, 1991, 1997; Dimmock & Tiyc2001). This diversity of size and
theme makes it difficult to produce one aéion for events which encompasses the
entire range, and therefore the broad téwent’ is commonly used to refer to a
wide variety of celebrations (Get1989; Allen et al., 2005).

While there are numerous definitions oé tterm ‘event’ (Getz, 1991; Jago & Shaw,
1998; Arcodia & Robb, 2000), one definition thetcommonly used is proposed by
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Getz (1989, p. 125) who defines an everitaaselebration or display of some theme

to which the public is invited for a limited time only, annually or less frequently”.
Another definition is proposed by Jago &ltaw (1998, p. 29) who define an event
as “a one time or infrequently occurring event of limited duration that provides the
consumer with a leisure and social oppoity beyond everyday experience”. This
definition highlights the fact that an ew is an opportunity beyond that which is
available everyday, and draws attentionthie leisure and social aspects from the
perspective of the consumer or participaiitis definition is ofparticular value to

this research, as it focuses on the leisun@ social opportunities which can benefit a

local community.

Regardless of their size atiteme, events share a common set of features which help
distinguish them from other tourisnproducts. Getz (1991) describes the

characteristics most important to defining events as including the following:

= An eventis open to the public.

= The main purpose of an event is the cedbn or display of a specific theme.

» Events take place annually or less frequently.

= Opening and closing dates predetermine the length of an event.

= An event program consists of ooemore sepata activities.

= Events are largely intangible, and it is #ttual experience of participating in an

event that is most important.

Within the events sector there are a namiif event types including ‘mega-events’,
‘hallmark events’ and ‘local/community eventdVithin this typology of events, size
is used as the defining dimension, witlega-events representing one end of the
spectrum, and local/community events reprgéimg the other. A discussion of this

typology of events is presented below.

Mega-Events

Mega-events represent the pinnacle of the events scale, being the largesinevents
terms of both their size arglgnificance (Allen efal., 2005). For an event to be
classified as a mega-event, it must m@ed main criteria: attracting at least one

million visitors and incurring capital costs af least $500 million (Getz, 1997). An
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additional important featurevhich differentiates mega-events from other types of
events is that due to their size and sigaifice, they are capable of affecting more
than just a community or country, andeuf receive worldwide media coverage and
attention (Dimmock & Tiyce, 2001; Allen etl., 2005). Given thescriteria, it is

difficult for many events to fit successfully this category, apart from events such

as an Olympic Games, which represent ointne best examples of a mega-event.

Hallmark Events

Hallmark events have been described‘msjor, one time or recurring events of
limited duration, developed primarily to enhance the awareness, appeal and
profitability of a tourism destination in trehort and/or long term. Such events rely
for their success on uniqueness, status,noelyi significance to create interest and
attract attention” (Ritchie, 1984, p. 2). dRey distinguishing feature of a hallmark
event is that it is identifiedvith a particular place, so much so that over time, the
event and the place come to be inseparéBetz, 1997; Jago & Shaw, 1998; Allen et
al., 2005). This has become the situationifibernational events such as Carnivale
in Rio de Janeiro, and Oktoberfest in Mthni Germany. Australian hallmark events
which have become linked to a place ud# the Australian Country Music Festival
at Tamworth, and the Sydney Gay and Lesbian Mardi Gras.

Local/Community Events

Van Der Wagen and Carlos (2005) beliedmt “the most common events are
community related”. Many communities ndvest a festival oevent designed to
offer social and entertainment opporturstigrimarily for the local community (De
Bres & Davis, 2001; Allen et al., 2005). Community festivals are one type of local
event that originates from within a paular segment of a community wishing to
celebrate particular feature$ its way of life or histoy (Dimmock & Tiyce, 2001).
Community festivals are usually small gtale and size, and represent the point
“where community and its outward manif@sbns of image and identity collide”
(Derrett, 2000, p. 120). Community festis are defined as “themed public
occasions designed to occur for a limited duration that celebrate valued aspects of a
community’s way of life” (Dimmock & Tiyce, 2001, p. 358). A further
distinguishing feature of community festivadsthat they are typically organised by

the host community, using local voluntearsd organising commées (Getz, 1991).
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The host community is alsggically responsible for identiing a particular theme or
way of life that they wish to celebrate the community festival, reflecting the
community’s culture and seasf itself (Brown & Jam& 2004; Derrett, 2004). It
has been suggested that aajer level of community agonce of the festival is
likely when the community has been actively involved in the development of the
festival’'s theme (Derrett, 2004).

Whilst special events are classified accogdio their size and scale, with some
common types being mega-events, halkmavents and local/community events,
these classifications are not strict nor ¢stently used, and énefore distinctions
between event types are often blurred (Allen et al., 2005). For the purpose of this
thesis, the term ‘event’ is used to regmsthe entire scope of events, from mega-
events down to small community festivals. Where discussion refers specifically to
‘community festivals’, representing the focus of this research, such specific
terminology will be used. The following section will present previous research

which has been carried outnelation to the social ingets of events.

2.3.2 Social Impacts of Events

Research into the impacts of events a@asing because of the growing number of
events being held, and because of a gngwecognition of the impacts, both positive
and negative, that these events can lava host community (Dimmock & Tiyce,
2001). The initial focus of much euwermmpact research was on the economic
dimension, and as such, a substantial amofinesearch to date has focused on
assessing the economic impacts of ev@atsns et al., 1986; McCann & Thompson,
1992; Dwyer et al., 2000; Crompton et., 2001; Tyrrell & Johnston, 2001).
Emphasis is often placed on this aspect becangmrt, “the success of a festival or
event is commonly measureid terms of its economic contribution to event
stakeholders, the community and thgio@” (Dimmock & Tiyce, 2001, p. 364). An
emphasis on the economic impacts can alselaged to the relate ease with which
such impacts can be assessed (Allen e2@05). More recently however, there have
been calls for more attention to be giverotber types of impactgonsidered just as
important in calculating the overall sucsesr outcomes of an event (Hall, 1993;

Allen et al., 2005). This stems from @cognition that it iscounterproductive “to
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concentrate on the economic dimensionthte exclusion of dter perspectives on
festivals and events” (Getz, 1991, p. 39).

Consequently, there has been a growtbktudies which pay great attention to the
social impacts that events can h&8eutar & McLeod, 1993; Delamere, 1997, 2001;
Delamere et al., 2001; &dline & Faulkner, 2002a&2002b; Fredline et al., 2003;
Small & Edwards, 2003; Waitt, 2003; Reid, 20Gredline et al., 2005; Small et al.,
2005). A focus on the social impacts okats on a host community is increasingly
necessary, since dissatidian amongst the community igkely to have negative
implications for the current success and loegn sustainability of an event. In
small communities, local residents play ampartant part in the staging of festivals,
often taking on roles of both host and mapant. Not only does the host community
provide many of the busieses, facilities and othguublic places in which a
community festival is held, but membews the host community are a resource in
themselves, with many working in tourism loospitality businesses, at the festival,
or as volunteers (Dimmock & Tiyce, 2001). Community festivals are an opportunity
for community members to come togethestzialise and be &rtained, to enhance
their sense of belonging and community identity, and create an increased sense of
community wellbeing by way of enhancinlgeir relationship networks and social
capital. For individual community membensersonal benefits such as increased
self-esteem, a sense of adlodition and self-worth, angersonal and life satisfaction
can result from involvement in a communitgstival. Event aganisers need to
understand the perceived postignd negative social irapts of an event on the host
community, so that they can develop futsteategies to capitalise on the positive
impacts and minimise the negative impac®y doing so, they are more likely to
retain the support of the locabmmunity, which is an essential ingredient to the

success of an event, especially small-scale community festivals.

The established literaturen the social impacts of tourism is the main body of
knowledge from which literature on the sodiabpacts of events has emerged. Early
studies recognised that tourism can induce both positive and negative social impacts
upon its host destation and community (Pizanml978; Belislie & Hoy, 1980;
Mathieson & Wall, 1982; Sheldon & Var, 1984; Liu & Var, 1986; Milman & Pizam,
1988; Inskeep, 1991; Ross, 1992; King, Piz&Milman, 1993; Archer & Cooper,
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1994; Crandall, 1994; Godfrey & Clarke, 2000nfluential work by Doxey (1975)
suggested that residents’ responsestoigm will change over time, passing through

a series of stages (Mathieson & Wall, 1982Zhese stages were outlined in Doxey’s
Irritation Index model (1975), which showssidents moving through stages of
euphoria, apathy, irritation, and finally agtaism, based on continued exposure to
tourism’s social impacts. Social impacts are defined as the ‘people impacts’ of
tourism with a focus on the impacts on tiest community. Social impacts affect
the day-to-day quality of life of localesidents and can induce changes to their
lifestyle, values, social interactions and identity (Glasson et al., 1995; Hall, 2003).
Early studies on the impacts of events identified the likely range of social impacts
from the previous tourism impact literature (Fredline & Faulkner, 2000). It was
found that although events can create sims#lacial impacts to other forms of
tourism, event impacts are often more specific than those of general tourism,
particularly given the strong relationshietween a festival and its host community
(Delamere, 2001).

The hosting of a festival provides opporties for a wide range of positive social
impacts on residents of the host comithuimcluding opporturties for celebration

and entertainment as well as social interaction with other members of the community
or with visitors to the community (Delamere et al., 2001; Dimmock & Tiyce, 2001;
Molloy, 2002; Allen et al., 2005). Bavals encourage greater community
participation in activities related to sportstbe arts, or activities associated with the
event theme (Ritchie, 1984; Getz, 1997; Dwyer et al., 2000; Dimmock & Tiyce,
2001). Community festivals can also plag important role in strengthening the
traditions and values held by residents, due in part to an increased sense of
community spirit and pride thahay result from the hostingf a successful festival
(Ritchie, 1984; Getz, 1997; Delamere et 2001; Derrett, 2004Allen et al., 2005).
Where the festival is run by the local conmmity, benefits to be gained by involved
residents also include the development of new skills, a sense of identity, self-esteem
and the formation of new relationshiggd social networks (Getz, 1991). In
addition, community festivals can encourage increased levels of volunteerism within
a community, as well as further commungoup activity of various kinds (Ritchie,
1984).
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Festivals and events, however, can impegatively upon a community if they are
not planned and managed correctly (Diotk & Tiyce, 2001). Negative social
impacts include traffic congestion, parkipgpblems, noise pollution and litter (Hall,
1993; Getz, 1997; Dwyer et.aR000; Delamere et al2001; Dimmock & Tiyce,
2001; Allen et al., 2005; Kin& Petrick, 2005), as well asrowding in local shops
and overcrowded local faicies (Getz, 1997; Delameret al., 2001; Dimmock &
Tiyce, 2001). Festivals may also induce social problems such as crime and
vandalism (Delamere et al.,, 2001; Dimmock & Tiyce, 2001) and anti-social
behaviour (Hall, 1993; Get4,997; Allen et al., 2005) Disruption to everyday life

and normal routines, challenges to tradial morals and values, and a loss of
identity are also potential negative sodmpacts (Dimmock & Tiyce, 2001; Allen et

al., 2005). Allen, O'TooleMcDonnell and Harris (2004. 27) suggest, however,
that local communities are often “prepatedput up with temporary inconvenience
and disruption because of the excitemehich they [festivals] generate, and the
long-term expectation of improved fad#is and profile”. This would depend,
presumably, upon the scale of the negative otgothat had to bendured in relation

to the benefits received.For example, Faulknernd Tideswell (1997) studied
residents’ perceptions of the social impaxdtsourism on the Gold Coast, and found
that residents were prepared to tolerate certain negative impacts affecting them
individually, because of the other positive impacts that accrue to the wider
community. They term this phenomenon faitic surplus’. The existence of an
altruistic surplus has since been suppoitedhe events literature, with research
confirming that residents will tolerate the difficulties of finding car parking and the
increased number of people in their tgwgiven that they recognise the wider
perceived positive impacts experienced by the community at large (Small &
Edwards, 2003).

In the tourism literature, social impacts have typically been classified and referred to
as positive or negative. This classificatiof social impacts as positive or negative
has been adopted in early event impactisgjdjiven that many of the social impacts
have been drawn from the tourism literature. More recently, however, event impact
studies are coming to recognise that impaogsnot perceived in the same way by all
residents in a community (Small, 2002; &m& Edwards, 2003). In fact, while

certain impacts are perceived to be posibyesome residents, others will perceive
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these same impacts to be negative. R&06) has since argudidat the impacts of
events should be defined by those wé@ impacted, rather than imposing a
predefined, value-laden approach. Tisatthe impacted community should assign
their own positive or negative labels tdfleet their perceptions of the types of
impacts a festival has on them. This issuth@literature suggests that more studies
need to be done in the area of residgmsteptions of event ipacts, in order to
understand how residents perceive the impeficts festival, and which in particular

are perceived as having both pmgtand negative impacts.

2.4 Measuring the Social Impacts of Events

2.4.1 Residents’ Perceptions of Social Impacts

Previous research into residents’ petmeys of social impacts has focused on both
the impacts of general tourism deweient (Pizam, 1978; Belislie & Hoy, 1980;
Brougham & Butler, 1981; Liu & Var, 198&lilman & Pizam, 1988; Ross, 1992;
Johnson, Snepenger, & Akis, 1994; Bru#tCourtney, 1999; Teye, Sonmez, &
Sirakaya, 2002; Tosun, 2002; AndriosVaughan, 2003; Ryan & Cooper, 2004,
Andereck, Valentine, Knopf, & Vogt, 2008nd, more recently, into the impacts
related specifically to specialist areas. eQnf these areas ise¢hmpacts of events
(Ritchie & Lyons, 1987; Ritchie & Lyons1990; Faulkner & Tideswell, 1997;
Fredline & Faulkner, 1998; Delamer2001; Delamere eal., 2001; Fredline &
Faulkner, 2002a; Fredline et al., 2003; Small & Edwards, 2003; Waitt, 2003;
Twynam & Johnston, 2004; Kim & PetricR005; Small et al., 2005; Small &
Edwards, 2006).

A residents' perceptions approach alloesidents to make comment on the impacts
that tourism development or a specific évieas had on them. Such an approach is
particularly important for the examination sdcial impacts that are often difficult to
measure objectively since they cannot baleagiantified. Morever, if residents
perceive that certain impacise occurring, it is this belief rather than any objective
reality that will be important in affectg their attitudes and behaviours towards
tourism or an event (Hall, 2003). Sociapatts are therefore best examined through

an investigation of residents’ peptions (Fredline et al., 2003).
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Advocates of residents’ pegptions research typicallyteitwo important reasons for
such studies to be undertaken. First,desis’ perceptions studies are seen to be
important because of the role they caaypin providing essential information for
planning agencies. “The perceptions artduates of residents towards the impacts
of tourism are likely to be an importaptanning and policy consideration for the
successful development, marketing, aspmkration of existing and future tourism
programs and projects” (Ap, 1992, p. 665)Second, some argue that a host
community that is positively disposdd tourism will enhance the experience of
tourists and contribute to the destinat® attractiveness (Bbrigal, 1995; Kang,
Long, & Perdue, 1996; Fredline & Faulkner, RQ8Vaitt, 2003). In line with this, a
lack of support within a resident populatioould threaten the existence of future
tourism in a destination (Fredline & Faokr, 2002a). These findings are equally
applicable to events as they are to taurimore generally. Residents' perceptions of
the social impacts of tourism or an event need to be considered throughout the
planning process in order to minimisgentified negative impacts and optimise
benefits for the host community (Kangadt, 1996; Brunt & Courtney, 1999).

Theoretical Approaches

Two theoretical approaches used in understanding variations in residents' perceptions
of the impacts of tourism and events amial representationtheory and social
exchange theory. Social representations have been described as the “concepts,
statements and explanationsiginating in daily life during the course of inter-
individual communications” (Moscovici, 1981, p. 181). Social representations are
comprised of bundles of preconceived ideas, values and images and relate to how
people think and feel aboatcurrences in the world@rnd them (Moscovici, 1981).

Social representations theory has bemmgested as a basis for understanding
residents’ perceptions by examining theeetfof the three main sources of social

representations, these bemfigect experience, sociadteraction and the media

Social exchange theory has been used by numerous researchers, either implicitly or
explicitly, as the theoretical basis fanderstanding residents' perceptions of the
impacts of tourism and/or events (Ap, 1990; Perdue, Long, & Allen, 1990; Ap, 1992,
Jurowski, Uysal, & Williams, 1997; Chen, 2000; Gursoy, Jurowski, & Uysal, 2002;
Kayat, 2002; Waitt, 2003; McGehee & Andereck, 2004). Social exchange theory is a
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logical and intuitive sociological theory, which is useful in exptag the diversity in
residents’ perceptions of tourism impagtsrelation to factors including economic
dependence or involvement in tourism, proxynto tourist activites, level of contact

with tourists, identification with the theme and level of participation. Social
exchange theory is concerned with untsarding the exchange of resources, whether
material, social, or psychological in negu between individuals and groups in an
interaction situation (Ap, 1992, p. 668). hds from a tourism and/or events
perspective, this theory cdie applied to understand tbgchange of resources that
takes place during host-guest interactions. pAd of this intesiction with tourists,
residents are involved i series of exchanges and isigjgested that the outcome of
these exchanges, in terms of the expected benefits and costs, will determine residents
evaluation of tourism as either positiee negative (Ap, 1992; Andereck et al.,
2005). If residents perceive themselvebdwve benefited from the tourism exchange
then they should have positive perception$.residents perceive tourism (or an
event) to be associatedtlv negative impacts that outigh any benefits, then they

are likely to have negative meptions. Ap (1992) ar@s that positive or negative
evaluations are thought to be made on the basis of four base conditions: 1) rationality
- residents who perceive rewards stemmimgnfithe exchange are likely to evaluate

it as overwhelmingly positive; 2) satisficingrdits - whilst negative impacts can be
recognised, the overall evaluaii is likely to be positivef residents perceive the
positive as outweighing the negative; 3) reciprocity - perceived rewards should equal
residents’ willingness to carry the costadad) the justice principle - residents are
more likely to have positive perceptions if they feel they are getting reasonable
returns for their support or getipation. Thus social exelmge theory advocates that
residents who perceive the benefits togoeater than the castare more likely to
participate in the exchange process withigisfvisitors, and in turn, are more likely

to be supportive of the development tolurism or an event in their community
(Chen, 2000).

The application of social exchange theoegfies on an understanding of residents’
perceptions of impacts arttie factors affecting these perceptions, which can be

discovered through either extrinsic or intrinsic studies.
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Extrinsic and Intrinsic Studies

Residents’ perception studies are generally one of two typesn&gtror ‘intrinsic’
(Faulkner & Tideswell, 1997). Extrinsic sied are those that recognise “variables
that affect resident reactioas the macro level in the sge that they have a common
impact on the community as a wholer¢Bline & Faulkner, 2000, p. 765). In an
events context, there are a number of esitirvariables that arthought to affect
residents’ perceptions of impacts. Theseudelthe age of the event, its size relative
to the size of the community, the themetloé event, and the spatial concentration

and infrastructure requiremerdkthe event (Fredline, 2000).

Age of Event

The stage of an event’s development, in terms of the number of years it has been
running, is one factor that may affect resideperceptions of thevent’'s impacts. It

has been suggested that over time, where an event has been held for a number of
years, residents’ perceptions of impaaften become less negee (Fredline, 2000;
Fredline & Faulkner, 2000). Thean be attributed to thecreasing skill of the event
organisers, who over timedrn to better manage andnmise the negative impacts

of the event. It can also be related te #bility of local residents to adapt to the
event, developing their own coping mecisams such as avoiding the event or
leaving town, or simply accepting a certain level of negative impacts which they can
tolerate for the period of the festivFredline & Faulkner, 2000).

Event Size

It is logical to consider the relationshiptiveen the size of an event and the type and
level of social impacts it ikely to induce (Fredline, 2000)That is, larger events
would be expected to create more impdben would a small community festival.
However, it is not only the size of an evémat will determine this but the size of the
event in relation to the size of the hostneounity in which it is taking place (Hall,
1989). With respect to social impacts,ilsha small number ovisitors entering a
community with a large resident population may have minimal impacts, large
numbers of visitors entery a community with a smalésident population generally

provide greater scope for social impacts.
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Event Theme

An additional consideration that will affect residents’ perceptions of an event's
impacts is the degree to which thegesthe theme as reflecting and celebrating
valued aspects of their commiys way of life. “The more an event is seen by its
host community as emerging from within rather than being imposed on them, the
greater that community’s acceptancetioé event will be” (Derrett 2004, p. 33).
Therefore it is seen as counterproduetiv impose a theme on a community, given
the likelihood that without its roots ithe community, the festival may not be
embraced by the locals, thereby putting its success and long-term sustainability at
risk (Hall, 1989; Getz, 1991).

It is also important that the communitylisked to the festival, not only through its
theme but also through its organisation. A keature of community festivals is that
they are typically orgased by the host community, using local volunteers and
organising committees (Getz, 1991). Whilee organisers will have their own
understanding of the goals and purposeaofestival, it is important that this
understanding is shared by the wider camity (Gursoy et al., 2004). Where the
organisers have a differentision for the festival to that held by the wider

community, continuing community support tbe festival may not be gained.

Spatial Concentration of the Event

A consideration of the location(s) of aneew within a communitys related to the

likely range of social impacts created dmuv they might bespread throughout the

host community. Where an event usasmerous venues spread throughout the
community, the social impacts may also be spread over this wider area (Fredline,
2000). Conversely, where an event is hal@dne confined area of the community,

the impacts are also confinéélurphy, 1985). Confining #himpacts of an event to

one area is debatable as not only are tlgatnes impacts confined, but consequently
the positive impacts are also likely to lmntined to this area. Therefore the spatial
concentration of an event within a commungyikely to affect not only the range of

impacts that occur but also how far-reaching these impacts might be.

The age of an event, its size, theme aratigpconcentration represent the extrinsic

variables thought to affect residents’ peroapsi of the social impacts of an event.
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Extrinsic studies are important in recognising the variables that affect residents’
perceptions of impacts at a community-wide level, suggesting that impacts will affect
all members of the community in the same way. Also useful, however, are intrinsic
studies, which recognise “that the hostmoounity is heterogeneous and perceptions
of impacts may vary according to variatiansthe characteristics and circumstances
of individuals” (Fredline &Faulkner, 2000, p. 765). lintsic variables thought to
influence residents’ perceptis of the impacts of touns or events within their
community include economic dependence, pnity to tourist activities, level of
contact with tourists, samidemographic characteristics, identification with the

theme, and level of participation.

Economic Dependence

A number of studies have considerece tlhole that an individual’'s economic

dependence or involvement in tourismshan their perceptions of impacts. A
common finding was that positive percepti@me associated with a direct economic
dependence on the tourism industry or ecdfir event (Rothman, 1978; Milman &

Pizam, 1988; Schluter & Var, 1988Schroeder, 1992; King et al., 1993;
Haralambopoulos & Pizam, 1996; Jurowsitial., 1997; Brunt & Courtney, 1999;

Weaver & Lawton, 2001).

Proximity

Several studies have foundaththe closer residents live to the tourist activity, the
more negative are their perceptionsirmpacts (Pizam, 1978; Brougham & Butler,
1981; Korca, 1996; Cegielski & Mules, 2002}onversely, other studies have found
that close proximity to tourist activities leads to more positive perceptions of impacts
(Belislie & Hoy, 1980; Sheldon & Varl984; Keogh, 1990). Perdue, Long and
Allen (1990) suggest that tredoser a person lives todhourist activity, the more
they are going to be impacted by it, bottsitigely and negatively. Thus while they
may receive a greater portion of the positinpacts than those living further away,

they will also experience a gteashare of the negative impacts.

Contact
The level of contact with tourists isna@ther factor that influences resident
perceptions of the impactsf tourism. Pizam (1978) found that a high level of

contact with tourists is associated with negative perceptions of the impacts of
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tourism. In contrast, othestudies have found that aghilevel of tourist contact
results in positive perceptions of ias (Rothman, 1978; Korca, 1996; Weaver &
Lawton, 2001). What these opposing findings tallis that consideration must be
given to the type of contaawith the tourist, for example, fleeting contact as
compared to in-depth social transactions and exchanges that can provide greater

opportunities for both positive andgagive impacts to occur.

Demographics

In terms of age influencing residents’ geptions of impacts, it is suggested that
younger residents tend to be more posifitaralambopoulos & Pizam, 1996), whilst
older residents are often less positib®at the impacts of tourism (Rothman, 1978;
Brougham & Butler, 1981; Husbands, 1989).n@er is typically not found to play a
role in influencing residents' perceptiaristhe impacts of tarism (Haralambopoulos
& Pizam, 1996), although Milman and Pizd®®88) did find that females tend to

have more negative perceptiarfsourism’s impacts.

Regarding education, (Haralambopoul&sPizam, 1996; Hernandez, Cohen, &

Garcia, 1996) have found that the morghy educated a person is, the more likely
they are to have positive peptions of impacts. Often related to higher levels of
education are higher levels of income.ghir income earners or residents living in
households with higher incomes more likétyperceive the impacts of tourism as

positive (Pizam, 1978; Schroeder929 Haralambopoulos & Pizam, 1996).

Employment has been found tafluence residents’ peeptions of the impacts of
tourism. Haralambopoulos and Pizah®$6) found that more positive perceptions
are held by residents whare employed. This needot be tourism-specific

employment, but rather employment in general.

Length of Residence

Some studies have found thasidents who have lived ian area for the shortest
period of time have more positive rpeptions of impacts (Haralambopoulos &
Pizam, 1996), whilst those residents whaéhdéived in an area for longer periods
tend to have more negatiperceptions (Sheldon & Vai984; Allen, Long, Perdue,

& Kieselbach, 1988; Schroeder, 1992g&Ver & Lawton, 2001; Ryan & Cooper,

2004). However, it has also been suggestatigreater attachmeto a community,
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measured in terms of length of residence, is associated with both stronger positive

and negative ratings (McCool & Martin, 1994).

Identification with the Theme

Studies of residents’ perceptions of timepacts of events have found that those
members of the resident population who tifgrwith the event theme are those who
are more likely to have positive perceptimighe impacts of the event (Cegielski &

Mules, 2002; Fredline & Faulkner, 2002b).

Level of Participation

It has also been found that those residess participate in an event are more likely

to have positive perceptions of the eventhpacts. Fredline and Faulkner (2002a)
found that those who participated in a mepmrts event, eitheby attending or
watching the coverage on television, had the most positive perceptions of impacts.
Similarly in another motorsports studZegielski and Mules (2002) found that

residents who attended the event had rpogtive perceptions of its impacts.

2.4.2 Analytical Techniques

As discussed in the previous section,iigic studies are those recognising that a
host community is not homogenous, and whiorestigate a rangef variables that
help explain an individual's perceptions iaipacts. As an extension of examining
each individual's perceptions of impacts, several studies go one step further and
investigate whether social impacts arecpeved differently by different subgroups
within a community (Dais, Allen, & Cosenza, 1988; Ryan & Montgomery, 1994;
Madrigal, 1995; Fredline & FaulkneR000; Weaver & Lawton, 2001; Williams &
Lawson, 2001; Fredline & Faulkner, 2002a). clbstudies are typally carried out

by applying cluster analysis techniquesedigo identify distinct groups who hold
similar perceptions or share common s#tyviews which are distinguishable from
the perceptions or views held by otheentlified groups (Kachin, 1986; McDaniel

& Gates, 2007). Cluster analysis skglisegment a community into distinct
groupings, explicitly recogging that respondents aritleir perceptins are not
homogeneous. The value of such studiesitighe insight this provides for future
planning and management, hiighting the need for consedation to be given not
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only to the overall impacten a community, but also the differential impacts on

subgroups within that community.

In both the wider tourism and events litewras, several studies have segmented a
resident population based on their petwgs of impacts (Bvis et al., 1988;
Schroeder, 1992; Ryan & Montgomery, 1984adrigal, 1995; Fedline & Faulkner,
2000; Weaver & Lawton, 2001; William& Lawson, 2001; Fredline & Faulkner,
2002a; Ryan & Cooper, 2004). The clusteenidied in these studies of residents'
perceptions are listed in Table 1 belowhe first column identifies the authors of
each study. In the second column, the focus of the study is identified as either a
tourism or event study. The third column lihe identified clusters for each study.
These results suggest thtatee- and five-cluster kdions are most common, and
that similarities exist in thiypes of cluster identified. Iparticular, for each study, a
most positive and most negative residenistdr have been identified. The most
positive cluster is referred to as the ‘lovers’, ‘enthusiasts’, ‘supporters’, ‘pro-tourism’
or ‘most positive’ cluster. These positive clusters exhibit strong positive perceptions
and perceive very few negative$hey are also in support fafture of future tourism
development or the continued staging ofezent. At the other extreme is the most
negative cluster, referred to variably ae thaters’, ‘somewhat irritated’, ‘cynics’,
‘opponents’, ‘against tourism’ or ‘most negative’ cluster. These most negative
clusters perceive very few positivespdahold strongly negative perceptions of
impacts. These clusters tend to be against future development of tourism or the
continuation of a specific event. An diilchal similarity between several of the
studies is the identificaitn of a neutral cluster, ebh as those labelled ‘in-
betweeners’, ‘middle-of-the-roaders’, ‘tax@as’ and ‘ambivalent’. In a smaller
number of studies, some atidnal clusters are also identified. Of interest is the
‘realists’ cluster identified by Schroed&r992), Madrigal (1995and Fredline and
Faulkner (2000). The realists hold both strong positive and strong negative
perceptions of impacts. This clustey also economically connected to, and
employed in the tourism industry or by an eyevhich is interesting, as they have a

strong recognition of negative impacts.
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Table 1: Identified Clusters in Previous Residents’ Perceptions Studies

AUTHOR(S)

FOCUS OF STUDY

IDENTIFIED CLUSTERS

Davis, Allen and
Cosenza (1988)

Tourism in Florida, USA.

Lovers; Love ‘em for a reason;

Cautious romantics; In-betweeners;

Haters

Schroeder (1992)

Tourism in Flagstaff,
Arizona, USA.

Lovers; Realists; Haters

Ryan and
Montgomery (1994)

Tourism in Bakewell, UK.

Enthusiasts; Middle-of-the-roaders|

Somewhat irritated

Madrigal (1995)

Tourism in Sedona, USA
and York, UK.

Lovers; Realists; Haters

Fredline and
Faulkner (2000)

The Gold Coast Indy,
Queensland, Australia.

Lovers; Ambivalent supporters;
Realists; Concerned for a reason:;
Haters

Weaver and Lawton
(2001)

Tourism in Tamborine
Mountain, Queensland,
Australia.

Supporters; Neutrals; Opponents

Williams and
Lawson (2001)

Tourism in ten New
Zealand towns.

Lovers; Innocents; Taxpayers;
Cynics

Fredline and
Faulkner (2002a)

The Australian Formula
One Grand Prix,
Melbourne, and the Gold
Coast Indy, Queensland,
Australia.

Most positive; Moderately positive;
Ambivalent; Moderately negative;
Most negative

Ryan and Cooper
(2004)

Tourism in Raglan, New
Zealand.

Pro-tourism; Neither for nor agains
tourism; Against tourism

Whilst much of the previous research isegmenting a resident population has used
residents’ perceptions of impacts as a teludase, more recent research uses other
factors such as demograplaicd behavioural variables as a way to segment groups of
residents (Inbakaran & Jackson, 2005a). A number of researchers support the use of
demographic factors and behavioural chimastics as a clustering base, given the
ease with which such segments are ablbeaadentified and subsequently targeted

(Mill & Morrison, 1998; Diaz-Matin, Iglesias, Vazque#: Ruiz, 2000; Inbakaran &
Jackson, 2005a; Jackson Kbakaran, 2006).

demographics as their initial clusterifgase, most studies still examine their
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identified clusters on demographics, and utale significance tests to determine the
effect of demographic vables on differentiating betwedine clusters (Inbakaran &
Jackson, 2005b).

Inbakaran and Jackson (2005a) undertookudysbf residents' perceptions of the
impacts of tourism using a sample of residefrom five tourist regions in Victoria,
Australia. The study employs cluster a3 to identify key segments of the
resident population, and uses a comtma of demographics and behavioural
variables as the clustering base. [Bgnaphic variables include gender, age,
education, lifecycle stage, proximity,nigth of residence, and ethnicity. The
behavioural variables include an occtipaal connection totourism, voluntary
connection to tourism and overall involvement in the tourism industry. Four clusters
were identified based on these clustervayiables and are lalbed as ‘tourism
industry connection’, ‘low tourism conneatip ‘neutral tourism development’ and
‘high tourism connection’. These clustaage then examined to see whether they
differ in their perceptions of tourism irapts. Significant differences were found
between the clusters on negative attitudes, with the low tourism connection cluster
having the most negative attitudes andhigh tourism connectiocluster having the
least negative attitudes (Inbakaran & Jack@®@5a). Interestingly, the low tourism
connection cluster was also found to hdkie most positive attitudes, rating the

positive impacts highest.

The information gained through a clustealysis enables those responsible for the
planning and management of a festival toyéa specific actions to the identified
needs of different community subgroups. tAs is an important outcome of this
research, demographic charadtcs are seen to have practical value as part of the
clustering base, given thatuskers defined on demograpsiare relatively easy to
identify and, therefore, are those towamdsom targeted actions can be directed
(Mill & Morrison, 1998; Inbaksan & Jackson, 2005b). Clustethat are defined on
their perceptions of impacts are commonlgfpped as a positivenegative or neutral
cluster. This is not a profile from wdh these subgroups of the community can be
easily identified. In comparison, by groaogiclusters on demogphics, the resultant
clusters are profiled using me easily recognisable characteristics such as age and

gender, allowing easier identiétion of these subgroups within the community.
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This research will cluster residents on their demographic and behavioural
characteristics in order to identify subgrougshe community who feel differently
about a festival. These clusters will then be examined to see whether their
perceptions of social impacts differ. Irkitag this approach, this research examines
the usefulness of demographic and betanal segmentation of the host community
rather than segmentation based on peimep of impacts, where much of the
previous research ihis field has been conducted taael@Davis et al., 1988; Ryan &
Montgomery, 1994; Madrigal, 1995; Fredli&eFaulkner, 2000; Weaver & Lawton,
2001; Williams & Lawson, 2001).

2.4.3 Event Impact Scale Development

Early research into the social impacts of events focused on an examination of
residents’ perceptions of these impact Extending beyond this, and based on
recognition of the need for appropriate ®db measure residents' perceptions of
event social impacts, there appeared a raurob studies that focus on event impact
scale development. Event impact scale development was an advancement of the
work done previously in relation to tourismpact scale development. In particular,

the tourism impact scales developedUankford and Howard (1994) and Ap and
Crompton (1998) are recognisedths two main tools in th area. Occurring almost
simultaneously in the events area, although each independently of the others, was a
series of studies on event impact scdévelopment conducted by Fredline (2000),
Delamere (2001), Delamere et al. (2001gdHne et al. (2003) and the author’'s own
study (Small, 2002; Small & Edwards, 2003Jhese scales aredarporated into
questionnaires that seek to measure ressieperceptions of social impacts of
festivals and events. Refinement of thesent impact scales using factor analysis

has deepened the understanding of the social impacts of events.

Delamere et al. (2001) built upon existingitism impact literature to develop a
Festival Social Impact Attilde Scale (FSIAS). Thisae was developed to measure
and interpret resident perceptions of social impacts of community-based festivals.
The study uses the Nominal Group Technitpugenerate a listing of items relating

to the social impacts of community fesls, supplemented by impacts identified
from a review of tourism ipacts literature. The final list was reviewed using a

modified Delphi process ttgain expert knowledge, opiom and consensus relating

39



to the content validity, clarity and reaallity of the item podl (Delamere et al.,

2001, p. 13). The researchers conductguredest of the FSIAS using a student
sample. Factor analysis, using principahponents with oblique rotation, identified

two factors — social benefits and soatalsts of community festivals. Secondary
factor analyses identified a number afbdactors. For social benefits, the sub-
factors are community benefits and cultural/education benefits. For social costs, the
sub-factors are quality of éfconcerns and communitysarce concerns. The scale
recognises the social impacts of small comityuiestivals separately from the social
impacts of general tourism developmentain doing so, provides greater value to

festival researchers thanrgic tourism impact scales.

Delamere (2001) verified and refined #8IAS by applying it tdhe Edmonton Folk
Music Festival in AlbertaCanada. A questionnaire wagministered to selected
residents of the local population, who wasked to rate whether or not they thought
the specified impacts wouldccur (expectancy) and, fagrmore, what level of
importance (value) they placed on such impacts. While the FSIAS provides insight
into what impacts respondents expect wasult from their festival and which of
these are important to them, it does not aixpthe type of impact this will have on
them. That is, will the impact be a positimea negative? Will it have a very small
impact or a very large impact? Factor analysis was used to refine the FSIAS and
assess the underlying dimensionality of theesd@ms. As in the initial pretest, a
principal components fact@nalysis using oblique rdtan was performed, and this
identified the two factors of social cesand social benefits. Secondary factor
analysis in this case found that the fittbr (social benefitd)as two sub-factors of
community benefits and individual bdine. The community benefits factor
comprises items relating to community imagkentity and wellbeing. The factor of
individual benefits deals with experigng new things anthaving opportunities to
develop new skills and talents. The second factor (social costs) does not reveal any
sub-factors. The broad teimology of ‘social costs’ isised to explain a range of
variables related to overcrowding, traffidfer, noise, and disruption and intrusion

into the lives of local residents.

Based on earlier work by Fredline (200@yedline et al. (2003) developed an

instrument for assessing the social impaifta variety of medium- to large-scale
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events. A case study approach was utiliggth three medium- to large-sized events
held within Victoria, Augtalia, selected for the igly. A mail questionnaire was
distributed to local residents within eaoh the three communities in which these
events took place. Respondents were askedmment on whether they believe the
item has changed as a resultled event, and to identify the direction of the change
(increase, decrease, no change, or don’t kndfwthey perceive a change, they were
then asked to assess how it had affectat tieeir personal qui&y of life and their
community as a whole. Responses fohlibe personal and community ratings use
a 7-point Likert scale ranging from —3 (yemegative impact) ta-3 (very positive
impact). Whilst the Fredline et al. (2003)ale allows those spondents who agreed
that an impact occurred to rate the leskthe impact on a Likerscale, it does not
provide the same opportunity for respondentsite non-impact ocecrtence. That is,

if a respondent perceives an impact not teehaccurred, then that is all they get to
convey. For example, a respondent wherceives no change in the level of
community togetherness as a result of aenéxan report only this. They are not
able to comment further on whether they perceive this to have had a positive or
negative impact. The Fredline et al. (2003) scale, comprised of 45 impact
statements, was subjected to factor amslysing principal components analysis and
varimax rotation. The factor analysiseitified six factors: social and economic
development benefits, concerns abowtifge and inconvenience, impact on public
facilities, impacts on behaviour andhwwonment, long-term impacts on the

community, and impacts on pricessafme goods and services.

As an outcome of her Honours researchabif2002) developed the Social Impact
Perception (SIP) scale designed to measesidents’ perceptions of the social
impacts arising from small community fesls (Small & Edward, 2003). The SIP
scale was initially adapted from a scated in a study by Green, Hunter and Moore
(1990) in assessing the environmental acts of tourism, which has since been
reported elsewhere (Small, 2002; SmallEgflwards, 2003; Small et al., 2005). A
community festival held in the NSW Sbetrn Highlands was chosen as the case
study for testing the SIP scale. The StRls was piloted using the Delphi technique,
which surveyed a small panel of expert members of the community on their
perceptions of the social impacts resultingm the festival. A mail questionnaire

was distributed to 32 stakeholders from the wider community including tourism,
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government and business representatives. Respondents were asked to comment, in
their opinion (either Yes, Nor Don’t Know), whether onot they believed the stated
impacts to have occurred, and to indicatethe scale provided the level of impact
they believe the item had. The level of impact was represented on a 5-part
directional scale ranging from -5 (velgrge negative impact) to +5 (very large
positive impact). “The study deemed it nesa@yg to not only identify whether the
impact had occurred but also belief andlaative aspects of the perceived impacts”
(Small & Edwards, 2003, p. 584). Knowing thasidents agree thttere was traffic
congestion is not of great value to festieaganisers. It is important for them to
know what sort of impact this trafficongestion had on people, whether it was
positive or negative, a very large or very small impact, which provides more valuable

information for the future planninghd management of the festival.

The SIP scale was able to provide ttedailed information mgarding respondents’
perceptions of the occurrencedanature of the impacts thihie festival had on them.
However, because of the small scaletioé pilot study, multigriate statistical
analysis, such as factor analysis, wasblmao be applied to the SIP scale.
Therefore, while the SIP scale was originally developed as part of the author’s
Honours research (Small, 2002) additional aesle is required to further develop and
extend the scale. The curreasearch serves to develop and test the SIP scale more
widely, using a residents’ perceptions approach to understand the perceived social
impacts of community festivals. Additionally, this larger sample size enables the use
of factor analysis to identify the undgrig dimensions of the social impacts of
community festivals, and wster analysis tadentify distinct community subgroups
that hold differing views of the festival.

2.5 Summary

This chapter has presented literatdrem two main areas relevant to the
development of this thesis: tourism and stmgy. From the soological literature,

the concept of community was discusseghhghting its relevance in the study of
community festivals which take place in a specific geographic location, typically

hosted by and for members of a host community. Additionally, community
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wellbeing and social capital were presented as two possible benefits for communities

that may be enhanced through the hosting of a festival.

From the tourism literature, specifically focusing on the area of events, this chapter
highlighted previous research on theciab impacts of events, in particular,
identifying the measurement of residenggrceptions as a common approach to
examining social impacts. Cluster analyses presented as a method of identifying
distinct subgroups within a communityndha range of both extisic and intrinsic
variables used in explaining residentstceptions of impacts were presented. In
addition, social exchange theory was présgras one approach used to explain the
diversity in residents’ percéipns of impacts. This chapter then discussed previous
work in the development of tools for theeasurement of residents' perceptions of the
social impacts of events. As an area aesrch in which there has been relatively
little work done so far, this discussion hiighted the need for further research in
this area. The SIP scale was presentedl tasl, which through further development
may represent a useful tool for the meament of residents' perceptions of the

social impacts of community festivals.

In order to better understand the sodmpacts of festival on communities, any
further research should draw from relevamvoous work in the field. It is the above
outlined areas from both the tourism (evergsll sociological literature that have
been used to inform the researctsiga and methodology for this study. Next,
chapter 3 presents the research design used to answer the question, what are the

social impacts of festivals on communities?
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CHAPTER 3:

METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

The previous chapter presented the relelitarature that has played a role in the
development of this thesis. Importardncepts upon which the thesis is based,
including the social impacts of eventsdathe sociologicaliterature on community,

were discussed. In additiochapter 2 discussed exigjimesearch on residents’
perceptions and event impact scale dmwment, which together provide the
methodological basis for the thesis. This chapter presents the research design used in
this study to answer the question, wlaae the social impacts of festivals on

communities?
In order to answer this questionetfollowing sub-aims were addressed:

1. to identify the underlying dimensions a@he social impacts of community
festivals;

2. to identify a host community’s expetitms and perceptions of the social
impacts of a festival,

3. to identify whether there are distinct subgroups within a community who differ
in their feelings towards a festival;

4. to investigate whether these subgroupg htffering perceptions of the social
impacts of community festivals;

5. to further develop the SIRale as a tool for measuring residents’ perceptions of
the social impacts of community festivals;

6. to identify the implications of this search for the planning and management of

future community festivals.

To achieve these aims, the research éxadhtwo Australian community festivals
using a mixed methods approach, cammy both qualitative and quantitative
methodologies. This chapter will first discuss the research methodology and

paradigm underpinning this researdbllowed by a discussion on how the two
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festivals were selected for the researti®e methods used fatata collection, the
methods used in analysing the qualitatiand quantitative data and, finally, the

methodological limitations.

3.2 Research Methodology and Paradigm

In any research it is important to digjuish between the paradigm, methodology and
methods used for data collection (Jennjri28301). Whilst these are three separate
areas, they are also interrelated, asfoflewing discussion will show. At the upper
level is the paradigm, which is the ovetdrg belief system or set of worldviews
that serves to guide researchersotigh all aspects of ¢hresearch process
(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). There are agrnumber of paradigms ranging from
positivism through to interpretivism that can be adopted to underpin a piece of
research. Positivism is “an approach to research based on the assumption that
knowledge can be discovered by cdileg data through observation and
measurement and analysing it to ebshbtruths” (Somekh & Lewin, 2005, p. 347).

At the other end of the spectrum is the iiptetive paradigm, which assumes that the
social world is made up of multiple re@, and which recognises that reality is
largely what people perceive it to be (Jennings, 2001; Neuman, 2006; Walliman,
2006). Essentially, “different paradigms priparticular sets of lenses for seeing

the world and making sense of itdifferent ways” (Sparkes, 1992, p. 12).

The adoption of a particulgaradigm should reflect the w#he researcher views the
topic and will help determine thehaice of methodology (Jennings, 2001). The
methodology is the “complementary set of guidelines for conducting research within
the overlying paradigmatic view othe world” (Jenmigs, 2001, p. 34).
Methodologies have traditionally been quaatiite or qualitative, but more recently
mixed method studies have become mormelyi used. Each dhese methodologies

has been commonly associated with guagadigm or another, although there is
nothing to say that these connections are perfect, nor do they need to be followed to
the letter (Bryman, 2004).

Below the levels of paradigm and thetlology is the choice of the particular

methods to be used in datallection. Research methodgles can be quantitative,
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qualitative or mixed methods. Quantiv@ methodologies favour the collection of
numerically based data from a largaimber of respondents, which can be
statistically analysed, witkthe results able to be geabsed to a wider population
(Jennings, 2001). Qualitative methodologies generally gather more detailed and in-
depth information in a non-numerical forfrom a smaller number of respondents
(Veal, 2006). More recentlthere has been a growth studies incorporating both
qualitative and quantitativenethods, often referred to as mixed methods. A mixed
methods methodology is “thegrined use of two or more different kinds of data
gathering and analysis techjoes” (Greene et al., 2005, p.437 A similar definition
provided by Mertens (20053 that a mixed methods methodology “is one in which
both quantitative and qualitative methods ased to answer research questions in a
single study”. The mixing ahethods can be seen to stem from recognition that both
qguantitative and qualitative methods havetipalar strengths and weaknesses. A
combination of the two methods allows tbe strengths of each to be combined, and
to have each method compensate fobe other's weaknesses and limitations
(Creswell, 2003; Brewer & Hunter, 2006). &honcept of triangulation is also built
into a mixed methods approach, in that tise of both qualitative and quantitative
methods provides diverse perspective®ulgh which a topic ¢abe investigated
(Greene et al., 2005).

A mixed methods methodology, incorpongt both qualitative and quantitative
methods, was selected as the best amtrdo answer the gskon, what are the
social impacts of festivals on communities? While a questionnaire was used to
gather large amounts of primarily quiéative data from residents on their
perceptions of the social irapts of a festival, qualitatvmethods were important in
two different ways. First, qualitativenethods including focus groups and semi-
structured interviews were used to taitbe residents’ perceptis questionnaire to

the particular community being studiedThe use of these qualitative methods
allowed the researcher insight into tbentext of the study and allowed for the
development of a questionnaire suitedhe context. Second, qualitative methods
were used to gather more rich, in-ttepinformation that could be used to
complement the quantitative data. The w§ observation, for example, provides
additional information that can help in interpreting the quantitative data gained

through the questionnaire. Qualitative, ofmnded questions also allow respondents
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to provide additional information that can be useful in gaining a better understanding

of the topic under study.

It was stated earlier thatdlthoice of a particular paradigm should reflect the way a
researcher views their topic and how they will see and make sense of the world.
Traditionally, the positivist paradigm &abeen most commonly associated with
guantitative methodologies, while the constivist paradigm has been associated
with qualitative methodologies (Tashakk& Teddlie, 1998). Similarly, mixed
methods have been associated with aiqdar paradigm, that of pragmatism
(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998; Patt, 2002; Greene et al., 2005).

Pragmatism is an alternative paradigot forward by researchers who support the
use of mixing qualitative and quantitativmethods within a single study. As
Cherryholmes (1992, p. 13) tes, “there are many veosis of pragmatism, with
different points of emphasis, interpretaits, and reinterpretations”. Originally
developed by Charles Pierce and William James, early explanations of pragmatism
stressed that the meaningdatruth of an idea or proptisn lie in its observable
practical consequencesh@ryholmes, 1992; Wicks & Freeman, 1998). In relation

to a specific research problem, pragmatists would argue that while there exist
multiple interpretations, frameworks or pddeicategorisation schemes, the one that

is ‘true’ is the one that is the most useful and practical in relation to the identified
research problem (Wicks & Freemah998; Marshall, Kelder, & Perry, 2005;
Recker, 2006). That is, pragmatists adaog¢fulness and practical relevance as the

criteria against which researfthdings are to be judged.

In more recent years, what has beeghhghted as beingkey to a pragmatic
approach is that it encourages theesebn of the best range of methods, both
qualitative and quantitative, that will hetp answer the research question at hand
(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998; Patton, 200Z2reswell, 2003). The value of
pragmatism lies in its embrace of ‘what k® and in allowing a researcher the
freedom to choose the best mix of hws to answer the research question
(Creswell, 2003). A pragmatic approach at®®s research talg place in context,
whether that be a specific social, politicalhistorical context (Cherryholmes, 1992;

Creswell, 2003; Marshall et al., 2005). aBmatism, therefore, seemed appropriate

47



for this thesis in that it allowed fond supported the use of a range of quantitative
and qualitative methods that best an®dethe research quem on the social
impacts of festivals on communities, daralso put a focus on the practical
consequences and usefulness of the relsdardings. The explicit recognition that
any research takes place within a particslacial context was also important, given
the contextually based nature of the reseaconcerned with the social impacts of
festivals on two small communities. This thesis is therefore located within a
pragmatic paradigm, which is that mostreuonly used to justf the use of mixed
method approaches to research.

3.3 Selection of Festivals

This research sought to understand theatampacts that festivals have on their
communities, and did so by examining tWastralian community festivals: Hadley
Music Festival in Hadley, Western Audiea and Rockford Music Festival in

Rockford, Victoria.

It was important that the festivals be comparable since it was the aim of this study to
aggregate the responses in order to conduatatalysis. Therefore, a set of criteria
was established for the selection of thetiveds, which considered the size of the
town and local populatiorthe number of visite to the festivalthe number of years

the festival had been running; the linkise festival had with the community,
illustrated by its theme and organisation; the duration of the festival; and the time of
year in which the festival was held

The researcher considered the size otdlan and local population in relation to the
number of visitors attendg the festival. The doulblg or tripling of a local
population overnight with an influx of festival visitors represeangsificant potential

for a range of social impacts on the host community.

The number of years the festival had been running was considered as an indication of
how well established the festival was the community, and also how much
experience residents had with the festtaking place in their community. This was

thought to affect resident&xpectations and perception$ social impacts, given
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their potential for previousxperience and/or exposurettee festival and its range of

social impacts.

In selecting a festival, the researcher skad for one that had links with its local
community, as illustrated through both iteme and organisation. In terms of its
theme, the researcher looked for a festitiak had a theme originating from within

the community, rather than from a source external to the town. This was important
since festivals which evolve from within the community can be considered as a
demonstration of that community’s “valuemiterests, and aspirations” (Derrett,
2003, p. 50), often developed with therpose of trying to build community
relationships and wellbeing. Also important was the degree to which the local
population was involved in the planning and staging of the festival, as this is
representative of an autitencommunity-based festiv§Getz, 1991). Therefore the
researcher targeted those festivals which had a predominantly local volunteer

organising committee.

The duration of the festival was considefedits role in infuencing the range and
level of social impacts that might affeétie host community. The festival needed to
be of sufficient length tollaw the potential for sociaimpacts to be generated, but
still short enough so that thm@pacts were relatively comned and measurable. The
time of year in which the festival was helgs a practical conssdation. Thus, the
selection took into account which festivalewld best fit into the researcher’s overall

timeline for the research.

Initially, seven festivals were considerad possibilities for the research and were
examined in relation to how well they ntbe criteria discussed above. Please note
that while the two states have been acclyatkentified, in order to comply with a
request from the festivals to remaamonymous the researcher has adopted a
pseudonym for each community and its ifedt the Hadley Music Festival in
Western Australia and the Rockford Musicstieal in Victoria. These two festivals
were selected as they exhibited the best of the desired characteristics, and
because the committees consented to bewvgved in the research. Hadley Music
Festival and Rockford Music Festivaleacomparable in terms of their theme

(music), the size of the local population amgnber of visitors to the festival, and
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that both are relatively well established festivals within their community, each

running for over 10 years (see table 2).

Table 2: Festival Profiles

FESTIVALS

CHARACTERISTICS Hadley Music Festival Rockford Music Festival
Local population Approx. 4,000 Approx. 3,000
Visitor numbers Approx. 16,000 Approx. 10-12,000
Number of years running 14" year 2006 1D year 2006
Theme Music Music
Duration 3 days 3 days
Timing Held annually in November, Held annually in November.

Following the selection of the two festig, a range of methods was used in
collecting the necessary data to answerrésearch questions. The following section

provides a discussion of each of these methods used in the research.

3.4 Methods of Data Collection

This research examined the socialpants of community festivals using two
Australian community-based festivalshe Hadley Music Festival in Western
Australia and the Rockford Music Festival in Victoria. The research used a mixed
methods approach, combining both quélia and quantitative methodologies. In
order to identify the social impactsetfe festivals had on their host communitibs,

following methods were used:

= semi-structured interviews

residents’ percepins questionnaire

focus groups

observation

= document analysis.

Each of these methods will now be discussed in turn.
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3.4.1 Semi-Structured Interviews

Semi-structured interviews were carried out with key stakeholders involved in the
organisation and management of eachtlé two festivals. Semi-structured
interviews are guided by a pre-prepared disjuestions or topics to be examined,
with flexibility available to the interviewen the wording anardering of questions
(Merriam, 1988). A semi-structured inte@w guide was deveped to focus the
interview questions on organigmal aspects, community participation and the social
impacts of the festival. This informatiggroved to be quite valuable in describing
the festivals, profiling the communities and identifying potential social impacts

resulting from community festivals.

Interview Participants

Interview participants were selectedings a ‘purposive sampling’ technique, in
which the researcher’s judgement is usegugposefully select a sample that will
provide the necessary information beimgight (Mertens, 2005)That is, purposive
sampling selects ‘information-rich’ respondemtho have the spiéic knowledge the
researcher is looking for. Interview paipants were selected based on their position
as a key member of the festival orgamigsicommittee or other guificant festival
stakeholder. This information was dehie publicly, via eaclof the festivals’
websites. The key contact pensfor each festival alsassisted the researcher in
identifying potential interviewees. Otheaactors that were taken into consideration
in selecting interview participants includéte willingness of people to participate in
an interview and the time they had avlbidafor an interview during the period in

which the researcher waisiting the community.

Eight semi-structured interviews were urtdken in each community. Interviews
were conducted with six members ofetliHadley Music Festival organising
committee, with one local council represeivia and with one member of the first
organising committee who established theifestwelve years ago and who remains
somewhat involved with the festival. Rockford, the researcher interviewed the
chair of the Rockford Music Festival board, two board members, the business
manager and the artistic director. In gidd, the researchezonducted interviews

with three volunteer team leaders.
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Interview Procedure

The researcher visited each of thencounities for a one-week period, during which
time all of the interviews were conductelh. Hadley, the interview schedule was not
pre-arranged, although selectatterview participants had been asked to make
themselves available for interviews during this week. This was the extent of the
arrangement, and it was on arrival in digy that the resecher went about

scheduling interviews with the selected participants.

In Rockford, the approach to organisitige interviews was quite different. The
researcher’s primary contact person & festival thought it would be better that
participants were contacted by the festieagjanisers, rather than the researcher
making contact herself. So once the aesker had identified those people with
whom she wanted to conduct interviewise administrative assistant went about
scheduling the interviews. On arrivalRockford, the researcher was provided with

an interview schedule for the week.

Prior to the day of the interview, parpants were provided with an information
sheet outlining the purpose of the intervighvwe types of questions that would be
asked and why they were selected to participate (see appendix 1). The permission of
each participant was sought for the tape mdiog of the interview, and the process

for assuring their anonymity was explainedfter reading thenformation sheet,
participants were invited to take partthe interview, and to indicate their agreement

by signing a consent form, which was collechgdthe interviewer. All those invited

to participate agreed to take part iniaierview and signed the consent form.

A semi-structured interview guide was developed to focus the interview questions on
organisational aspects, community partitipa and social impacts of the festival.
Using an interview guide also helps émsure consistency across interviews by
making sure that the same geaigjuestions or issues are discussed in each interview
(Patton, 2002). This guide serVto focus the content ofehnterview. However, it
didn’t restrict the interviewer fromdaling, deleting or modifying questions as
required during the course of the intervieWhe same interview guide was therefore

able to be used for all interviews in batbmmunities, given that follow-up questions

52



and points of clarification could be maderesessary during each interview. Some
flexibility was also allowed so thatior example, some people answered two
guestions in one, or questions were asked different order taid the flow of the

interview.

Each interview lasted for approximately omeur. They were conducted in various
locations within each community, but as a general rule, the setting was quite
informal. In Hadley, interviews were conded in the festival office, in a local café
(whilst closed) and in the homes of intewvees. In Rockford, interviews took place
in the sitting room of a local hotel; insitprivate courtyard and restaurant (whilst

closed).

3.4.2 Residents’ Perceptions Questionnaire

A self-administered questionnaire (see ape 2) was mailedo local residents
within each of the two communities being studied. The purpose of the questionnaire
was to gather residents’ perceptions onrgesof social impacts that may result from

the hosting of their festival. The smarcher used a mail questionnaire as it
represented the most cost-effective wayrediching the greatest number of local
residents. A cross-sectional designsweplemented, which gathered data from
residents at one point in time following teeaging of the festival. Detailed aspects

of the questionnaire design, populati@md sampling methods, questionnaire

administration and response rates aes@nted in the following sections.

Questionnaire Design

The questionnaire used in this research consists of five sections seeking both
gualitative and quantitative responses desigisemeasure residents’ perceptions of
the social impacts arising from comniynfestivals. The questionnaire was
constructed from components of severatimments. The Social Impact Perception
(SIP) scale that featurds section B of the questnnaire was developed in a
previous study by the researcher (Small &&dls, 2003). The other sections of the

questionnaire were drawn from researchthe field of event impact studies, in
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particular from work by Fredline (2000ha also previous research by the author
(Small & Edwards, 2003).

Section A asked a series of open-endeéstions, adapted from Fredline’s work
(2000), which sought to find out residshtinitial expectéions and general
perceptions regarding the social impadf their festival. Question 1 asked
respondents for the first wordathcame into their mind when thinking of the festival.
Questions 2, 3 and 4, whiladapted from Fredline’s work (2000), were tailored to
suit the specific purposes thfis study. Whilst Fredling’(2000) research asked only
for residents’ perceptions of the social awfs of the festival, this research sought to
understand residents’ pre-festivexpectations as well d@iseir perceptions of social
impacts. By including a series of questions accessing residents’ pre-festival
expectations of social impacts, this research will provide insights into the range of
social impacts, both positive and negative, thatdents expected tecur as a result

of their festival and, moreover, whethem overall positive onegative expectation
exists for members of the host communityo achieve this purpose, an additional
part (part a) was added to questiods 3 and 4 which asked for residents’
expectations of social impacts. €3tion 2a asked respondents how thegected

the staging of the festival to affect thdife. Question 2b then asked if they
perceivedheir life to havebeen affected in this wayQuestion 3a asked respondents
what theyexpectedhe positive social impacts of the festival to be, and question 3b
asked if theyperceivedthese positive social impacts to have occurred. Question 4a
asked respondents what thexpectedhe negative social impacts of the festival to
be, and question 4b asked if thpgrceivedthese negative social impacts to have

occurred.

Section B asked respondentsdive their opinions on 41 social impact statements
using the SIP scale. The SIP scale incldesgo-part response for each impact item.
For part one, respondents were instrudteénswer by givingheir opinion (either
‘Yes’, ‘No’ or ‘Don’t Know’) in relation to the occurree of a stated impact. For
part two of the response, those who answgres! or ‘no’ were asked to indicate on
the scale provided the level of impdtiey believe the item had. Those who
answered ‘don’t know’ were instructed toove on to the next question, skipping

part two of the responseProvided in the questionnaimeas a five-part directional
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scale ranging from -5 (negative five) to +5 (positive five), with zero as the midpoint
representing “no impact”, 1 representing a “very small impact”, 2 representing a
“small impact”, 3 representing a “moderatepiat”, 4 representing a “large impact”,

and 5 representing a “very large impacW¥alues on the negative side of the scale
represent varying levels of negative impacts, while values on the positive side
represent varying levels of positive impacts. The inclusion of a -5 to +5 scale helps
to better separate the datad facilitate observations phtterns within the negative

and positive rankings and enables the datanttergo higher ordeanalysis (Garson,
2004b). An example of the SIP scaerovided in table 3 below.

Previous research by the author suggpksthat the SIP scale should provide
respondents with the opportunity rate the non-occurrencé an impact. That is,
even when impacts were perceived nohawe occurred, respondents were asked to
rate the nature and level of the impact.isThecognises that it is not only the impacts
that residents perceive to have occurred but also those they pemotitee have
occurred that can have a positive or negative effect in itself (Small, 2002; Small &
Edwards, 2003).

Table 3: Social Impact Perception (SIP) Scale with Example Question

IMPACT

STATEMENT IMPACT LEVEL OF IMPACT

The footpaths and

streets were crowded DON'T KNOW |-5|-4|-3| -2| -1 +1 +2 +B +4 +
during the festival

The listing of impact statements which form the SIP scale were drawn from a review
of the existing literature on the social iagts of tourism, and festivals and events
more specifically. In particular, the wodf Fredline (2000) and Delamere et al.
(2001) provided many of the impact itemSome of these items were reworded to
suit the current study, with the major corsation for inclusion being whether an

impact was relevant and likely to ocas a result of a small community festival
Section C sought respondents’ views on a rasfgactors that a& thought to affect

residents’ perceptions of impacts, suchhesr level of involvement in tourism, their

level of place attachment and level of itiecation with the theme of the festival.

55



These ‘clustering variables’ are used dooup together similar members of the
community based on these characteristidhe questions designed to access this
information were adapted from Fredlin20Q0), with several changes made to the
questions to make them more relevant to the particular context of the researcher’s

own study.

Questions 1 to 6 in Section C askedspendents to comment on a series of
statements designed to meastireir level of place attastent, perceptions of public
participation in the festival and percepis of the distribution of social impacts
within the community, using a 5-poiritikert scale ranging from 1 “strongly
disagree” to 5 “strongly agree”. Questiohso 11 measured the respondents’ level
of identification with the theme of the festival, asking them a series of questions
about their attendance at tfestival, their level of interest in and support for the
festival, and about their overall feelings or attitude towards the festival. Questions
12 to 18 asked respondents to provide eithgres’ or ‘no’ response to a series of
statements designed to measure theirlsewd past and current involvement in
tourism, their past and current involvemen the festival, and their economic

dependence on the festival.

Section D asked for basic demograplaied background information about the
respondents. Typical demogragdhsuch as age, gender, country of residence, length
of residence in region, education, empi@nt, occupation and income were sought.
This information was used, in addition tetresponses gained $ection C, to group

similar respondents togetherarder to create ‘clusters’.

Section E consisted of one lined paghich allowed respondents to make any
additional comments about the festivadats perceived social impacts on the host

community.

The questionnaire was piloted using focus groups, discussed in section 3.4.3.

Questionnaire Population and Sample

In each community, the population of interests the local resident population. For

this research, residential households wargeted as a way of accessing individual

56



residents. The population for study was itfeed using the local government area
(LGA) classifications. Figures from the stwalian Bureau of &tistics provide both

population and household numbers lobge the LGA classifications.

As at June 2004, Hadley had an estedatesident population of 3,972 persons
(Australian Bureau of Statiss, 2004). An earlier émate of household numbers

for Hadley showed a total of 1,545 houselso(Australian Burau of Statistics,
2002a). The chosen sampling frame for aesle within this community was a local
community phonebook. It was learnt through dgstons with the festival organisers

and other locals that being a country towasidential addresses often differed from
mailing addresses. It was thereforecided not to use the White Pages phone
directory as initially planned, since surgeywould be sent to mostly residential
addresses. The local community phonebook, prepared by the community itself and
containing a greater proportion wfailing addresses ratherthresidential addresses,
was selected to ensure that surveys reached the desired residents. A total of 1,509

residential household listings were found in the community phonebook.

In Rockford, as at June 2004, the restdpopulation was estimated to be 3,212
persons (Australian Bureau of Statisti@)04). Within this community, figures
show an estimated 1,292 households (AusinaBureau of Statistics, 2002b). The
chosen sampling frame for research witthirs community was the local permanent
ratepayers’ list. After visiting Rockfordnd talking with local residents and those
involved with the festival, some of the icticies of this towrwere revealed that
would make sampling difficult. In pactlar, there was a high proportion of non-
permanent residents and holiday-home owmetisin the area. These holiday-home
owners live elsewhere and therefore thmusehold is left vacant for large parts of
the year. The concern was that byngsthe White Pages phone directory as the
sampling frame, as was initially plannednays would be sent to households in
which no one was residing, therefordfeating the respores rates and also
representing a waste of research funbistead, a permanent ratepayers’ list for the
area was provided by local council. Thisoaled the research tmore effectively
target households in which residents wbveng, thus helping to ensure a higher
response rate. A total of 1,098 resig@nhousehold listingavere found on the

ratepayers’ list.
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The researcher, seeking the highest response rate achievablieddecselect all
residential listings from each sampling frame in each community. The researcher
was concerned that, given the small numbers in each community, a sufficient
response would not be gained. It was decided to send surveys to every household
listed in an attempt to ensure sufficientp@sses for the use of statistical procedures,
including factor analysis and clustanalysis. Therefore 1,509 and 1,098 survey
packets were distributed to Hadley and Rockford respectively. The sampling
methods used in this research suenmarised below in table 4.

Table 4: Summary of Sampling Methods

FESTIVAL COMMUNITIES

?\&Al{l\i[l‘%égg Hadley Rockford
Sampling unit Local resident population Local resident population
Sampling frame Local community phonebook Local ratepayers list
Sampling method Every residential listing Every residential listing
Sample size 1,509 households 1,098 households
Administration Mail survey Mail survey
method

The following section details the admimation of the residents’ perceptions
questionnaire in each community andads on the response rates achieved.

Questionnaire Administration and Response

Within each survey packet there were twpies of the questionnaire, two reply-paid
envelopes and a cover letter. The covéeteexplained to madents the purpose of

the study being conducted and the role tlsyrespondents, would play in the study
(see appendix 3). Two questionnaires werevided to allow for more than one
person within each household to respond, where applicable. This measure was taken
because of the relatively small numbers people living in each of these two
communities, in an effort to increase the response rate. The cover letter made

residents aware of how important each wdlial response would be to the accuracy

58



of the research. It was made clear thatrfturn of a completiesurvey was taken as
consent to participate in the study. Repédid envelopes were included to ensure a

higher return rate.

The survey packets were sent to residen each community approximately two
weeks following the staging of each fesaliv From a total of 3,018 questionnaires
(1,509 survey packets) sent out indigy, and 2,196 questionnaires (1,098 survey
packets) sent out in Rockford, 257 a@87 useable responses were received
respectively. These figures represenspanse rates of approximately 8.5% in
Hadley and 13% in Rockford. The totalmber of useable responses gained was
544,

3.4.3 Focus Groups — Questionnaire Pretest Method

Pretesting refers to “a ttiaun with a group of respondts to iron out fundamental

problems in the survey design” (Zikmurg0O0, p. 273). Focus groups are useful in
pretesting by allowing for “group discussiofithe proposed items in crucial sections
of the questionnaire” (Morgan, 1988, p. 3Bretesting a questionnaire within focus
groups allows the researcher to assesscpgants’ understanding of the questions.
Not only can such problems be identifigvithin a focus group situation, but the

ability to immediately explore the problemith respondents and look for solutions is
available (Morgan, 1988). Focus groups wherefore selected as an effective way

of pretesting the residentgérceptions questionnaire.

Pretesting enables the researcher tterd@ne whether categories, items and
questions are valid and ratile. Essentially, pretesg is conducted to determine
how well a questionnaire works (Hunt,&@kman, & Wilcox, 1982). According to
Aaker, Kumar and Day (2004), there are twaegaties of items to be pretested. The
first category consists of items periag to the questionme itself, including
questionnaire length, layout, format arehdability, are testedSecond, individual
questions should be tested, checking lfmaded, ambiguous, or double-barrelled
questions, missing response options, relesaard unintentional biases. Following
guidelines by Aaker et al. (2004), the pretesthis research focused on testing for
respondent interest and attention; whetherflow of the questionnaire was clear and
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logical; that the length ofhe questionnaire was suitable; that instructions were
understandable; that responsenfats didn’t have too higha degree of difficulty; that
the formatting and layout dfie questionnaire was appealiagd that the wording of

guestions and their intent were clear.

An added benefit of using focus groups Wlaat they allowed fothe instrument to

be tailored to each community being studied. As the questionnaire was developed
through a literature review and a previaigdy (Small & Edwards, 2003), there was

a chance that some items would not be relevant for these two communities. It was
therefore important to te§br content validity of questionnaire items. Respondents

in the pretest were instructed to consider whether the items comprising the

guestionnaire were relevant teethfestival and community.

Focus Group Participants and Sample Size

According to Aaker et al. (2004), pretesttpapants should be representative of the
target population to whom the final questiaire will be digtibuted. In this
research, as local residents within eachhef festival communities were the target
population, it was necessary for pretesttipgrants to come from these local
communities. Whilst it is important that pest participants are representative of the
wider community that will eventually receitlee questionnaire, it was also critical to
this study that pretest pmipants were able to aument on whether the items
outlined in the questionnaire were relevvao their festival and community.
Therefore it was necessary for pretest participants to have knowledge of the festival
in order to allow them to do this. Sinoeny local residents and stakeholders from
the community also participate in thestieal as volunteers, these community
volunteers represented area source of focus group piaipants. In this way, it
would ensure that the contesftthe questionnaire was reletdo the festival and the
community being studied.

Although focus group participantgere selected from a lited source, in this case
the volunteer database, any resultant lsasnly a problem if the researcher is
unaware of it. That is, bias can onlgdome a problem if the researcher considers
the discussion raised by the limited sampfefocus group participants as being

representative of the widgopulation when in fact, it is not (Morgan, 1988). To
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ensure that this did not poaeproblem, the researcher considered the source of her
focus group participants and the potential biases that the position of the festival
volunteer might introduce before invitingetim to participate. The researcher
concluded that the participsnwere reasonably representative of the community in

which each festival was held, and were thenefuitable as focus group participants.

Typically, focus groups have betweerx sind twelve participants (Goodrick &
Emmerson, 2004). Researchers will oftenreeeruit participants for a focus group
due to the difficulties of ensuring thail participants will turn up on the day
(Morgan, 1988). Therefore, it was decidedaim for a group size of up to twelve
participants. The organising committee of each festival was responsible for the
recruitment of ten to twek participants for each of two focus groups to be
conducted in their community. Potential papants were selected at random by the
organisers from their volunteer databasewas hoped that regiting up to twelve
participants per focus group would enstirat sufficient numers showed up on the
day. Additionally, having therganisers responsible for recruitment allowed the
researcher to avoid any breach of privdaws that would result from personal

details of volunteers beinggrided to a third party.

Four focus groups were held: one afternoon and one evening focus group in each
community In Hadley, there were ten confirchgarticipants for each of the two
focus groups. On the dayget and nine partipants turned up to the afternoon and
evening sessions respectively. In Roc#tfothere were eighand nine confirmed
participants for the two faus groups. Both the afteoon and evening sessions ran

with six participants each.

Focus Group Procedure

A neutral location was used to hold the fe@roups. In Hadley they were held in
the conference room of thecll tourism bureau, and in Rdokd, they were held in
the meeting room of a local hotel. Tfoeus groups were conducted using a round
table layout, and light refreshments werevided. Each focus group session ran for
between one and a half and two hours. fHsearcher conducted the focus groups.
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Prior to the focus groups, participants reveprovided with an information sheet
outlining the purpose of the focus group anldywhey were selected to participate
(see appendix 4). The focus groups begdh a welcome and introduction from the
researcher, who provided an overviewtbé research project and explained the
format in which the focus group would run. Following this, the permission of each
participant was sought for ehtape recording of the das group, and participants
were invited to indicate their agreemenpturticipate by signing consent form. All

those invited to participatagreed to take part ithe focus group and signed the
consent form, which were collected by the researcher before the focus groups were

officially underway.

Aaker et al. (2004) disss two methods for conducting an interview pretest: the
debriefing approach or theqgiocol approach. The protaicapproach suggests that
respondents should ‘think aloud’ as they ctetg the questionnaire (Aaker et al.,
2004, p. 329). The debriefing approach advieasthe researcher should administer
the questionnaire to respondents using tmeesmethods that are to be used in the
final study (Aaker et al., 2004). It wasaded that the focus groups be undertaken
using the debriefing approach for two reas. First, becaesthere would be a
number of participants in each focgsoup, asking them to think out loud could
result in a confusing and distracting aspbere. Second, the final instrument would
be a self-complete questionreamailed to respondentsrfoompletion on their own.
Therefore, it was determinedathit would be more benefali to ask participants to
complete the questionnaire in a way that was similar to that which was intended for

the full-scale study.

Conducting the debriefing approach withire focus groups involved a number of
stages. First, participtsr were provided with aopy of the social impact
questionnaire, clearly labelled as a “drafily”. Second, they were specifically
instructed not to ask the moderator for help but instead to make a note where they
felt confusion or difficulty with a qué®n. Third, the moderator observed the
participants as they completed the questaire and noted beliaur that indicated
confusion, difficulty or uneasiness with the questionnaire. The moderator looked for
facial expressions that might represeanfusion and also body language including

people leaning back into their chairs,ojgping to think’, scriching their heads or
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other body language that may have indicatedl plrticipants had an issue with some
aspect of the questionnaire. Fourth, paréioig were timed in order to make note of
the maximum and minimum amount of timetook to complete the questionnaire.
Finally, participants were ‘debriefed’ following the completion of all questionnaires.
The debrief included questions regarding ngth and format of the questionnaire,
difficulties understanding question wondi or how to respond, and clarity of

instructions.

The flexibility of focus groups implies that “the set of topics covered may change
after each focus group expemce” (Aaker et al., 2004, 200). If a question is
failing to generate useful informatioit, may be dropped from subsequent focus
groups. Additionally, should a new idea emerge from early focus groups, it may be
added as an item for discussion in the fogimips that follow. This allows for the
development of ideas, conce@sd impacts that are spicito respondnts, rather

than predefined variables. Changes tadiwa were made after the first group so
that the moderator could test for claritythe subsequent focus groups. However,
because it was important for each group tadsted on the original impact items,
changes to impact items were not made until the completion of all focus groups in
both communities. Following the first faggroup in Hadley, the moderator kept a
list of the impact items that participantsmed deleted or added and raised them for
discussion if they had not already badantified by the subsequent focus groups.
This was important given that focus groups were being held in different
communities, and assumptions should noinaele about potential responses in later
focus groups in a different community. Téfare, before any items that did not hold
meaning for participants were modifieddeleted from the quésnnaire, they were

discussed in all focus groups to ensiimere was consensus on the change.

According to Aaker et al (2004) when using focus groups as espttebl, “three to
four group sessions are usually sufficientWhilst the first session produces the
most information, in subsequent sessions ibften the case that much of what is
raised for discussion has been covered befoith little benefit to be gained from
running additional focus groups (Aaker et al.,£200In this research, consistent with
the findings of Aaker et al. (2004), folling the first two focus groups, much of

what was said in later focus groups had been heard before.
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Focus Group Outcomes

The comments from participants in the focus groups were used to refine the
residents’ perceptions questionnaire. To@us groups revealed a number of issues
that required changes to each of the five sections of the questionnaire. Section A
required only one change, which was the additd a definition of social impacts.
Section B initially contained 34 social impatatements, and it was this section that
underwent the most changes. Given tha thitial listing of impact items was
developed through a review of existing literature and previous research by the author
(Small & Edwards, 2003), the commentsrfr the focus group participants were
important in refining this section of the qi@nnaire. Of the 34 impact statements,

six were significantly reworded and eigliere deleted. Impacts that were deleted
were those deemed unsuitable and irrelefanta community festival such as the
Hadley Music Festival or the Rockford Music Festivallot only did the focus
groups allow for the revision and clarifiaati of existing items in this section, they
also resulted in5 additional impact statements being added. These changes are
illustrated in appendices 5, 6 and 7, which show the items that were reworded, items

that were deleted and new items added tiéofinal questionnaire, respectively.

Section C included cluster variables, and section D was made up of variables relating
to demographic information. Both these gett were altered after the focus groups.
The wording of several questions was madifin order to avdi ambiguity, and at

the request of focus group rgaipants, extra responsgptions were added. The
order of these two sections was also rearranged to improve the flow of questions.
Section E contained space in which respaotgleould make any final comments. On
request, the number of linésft for comments was increased from nine to eighteen.

The final questionnaire can be found in appendix 2.

3.4.4 Observation

Qualitative observation occurs in naturidissettings and thus seeks to observe
people’s naturally occurring haviours (Adler & Adler, 198). At each of the two
festivals, the researcher conducted obsematwith the purpose of seeing firsthand

what took place at each festival. The efations made by the researcher were
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beneficial in describing each of the fealsr and profiling the communities in which

they were held.

Observation was unstructured, meaning that it was free from restrictions regarding
what the observer could note. &tative observers are not bound by
“predetermined categories of measurementresponse but are free to search for
concepts or categories that appear nregnl to subjects” (Aller & Adler, 1998, p.

81). The researcher was tefare free to note anything thght to be interesting or
relevant to the research at hand. s@wations could include any aspect of
“participants, interactions, routines, ritsatemporal elements, interpretations, and
social organisation” (Adir & Adler, 1998, p. 86).

Observations were recorded in the formfiefd notes, written either as they were
taking place or shortly aftdseing observed. Field notegere written in view of

those people being observed: however, it igkaly that this task would have drawn
attention; thus it was unobtrusive observation. The researcher observed on countless
occasions visitors to the festival takingth®ir programs with a pen, presumably to

map out those activities they planned terad. Combined with all the entertainment
provided by the festival, it ikkely that the researcher appeared to be simply another

visitor to the festival.

The researcher could be classified aging between the roles of known and
unknown observer (Adler & Adler, 1998). To some members of these communities,
the researcher was known. This wasavoidable to some extent, since the
researcher had to establish relationshipsmarily with the festival organising
committees, in order to gain access tnduct the research. In addition, the
researcher was known to selected voluntgedicularly those who had taken part in

the focus groups, as well as members of local council with whom she had made
contact. There was, however, a large segment of these communities to whom the
researcher remained unknown. This allowed the researchenduct observations
throughout the festival without too mameople being aware of her role. The
known/unknown observer is similar to wh&ryman (2004) refers to as the
overt/covert observer. Whilstrasearcher may need to taie an overt role to gain
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initial access to a reaech setting, once inside they ynlae able to take on a covert

role with other individuals in that setting (Bryman, 2004).

The researcher conducted unstructured oasien, recording notes as observations
were made, with the analysis to be conddide a later time. Observations gained
firsthand at the festival reflected the actuabtifythe festival, rather than the planned
version as envisaged by tbeganising committee. In many cases, what stands in
theory is often not what occurs in reglit Similarly, what people say is often quite
different to what they do (Gillham, 2000). €dwvation provided the researcher with
firsthand information that could be used in aiding the analysis of data collected
through other sources, such as orgdimeal documents and interviews with
members of the organising committee. Bead observations by ¢hresearcher also
proved extremely valuable when it came to analysing the responses to the
questionnaire. Having experienced and obskthe festival helped in interpreting
respondents’ comments since the reseansfsrfamiliar with what took place on the

weekend.

3.4.5 Document Analysis

Documents that were most useful wdrese provided by the organising committees
with regard to their organisational stru&umistory of the festival and results of
previous research, as well as various mtomal materials on each festival. The
researcher also made use of publicly accessible information, available through the
World Wide Web. This included informati@ained from the Hadley Music Festival

and Rockford Music Festival websitesdapopulation profiles for each community
from the Australian Bureau of Statistics website.

The purpose of analysing records and doent® is to provide a more in-depth
analysis of the topic undestudy (Hodder, 1998). Angdis of this range of
documents was used to aid the researcherterstanding of theesearch context.
The document analysis provided the necessdngrmation to describe each of the

two festivals and to create a profile of t@mmunities in which they were held.

66



Similar to the ways in which observation was used to gain insights into the actuality
of the festival, rather than any planneddeal version, documenmtnalysis was used

to compare information gained through otldata collection sources to what is
documented in existing materials. Docuntgecan provide a “formal framework to
which you may have to relate the infahreality” (Gillham, 2000, p. 21). For
example, analysis of various organisatiodacuments was used to cross-reference
information gained through the semi-stwed interviews with the festival

organisers.

3.5Methods of Data Analysis

Implementation of the range of methodsscussed previously allowed for the
collection of data necessaty answer the question, ‘whate the social impacts of
festivals on communities?’. The variety of data gathered for the purpose of this
research meant that a number of differgmalitative and quantitative data analysis
methods were employed. The following sections will now outline the quantitative

and qualitative data analysis methods used.

3.5.1 Quantitative Data Analysis Methods

Quantitative data from the residents’ perceptions questionnaires were entered into
Excel and analysed using SPSS (StatistRatkage for the Social Sciences). A
range of descriptive statistics was calteda and then factor analysis and cluster

analysis were applied to the data.

Descriptive Statistics

“Descriptive research usually involves tpeesentation of information in a fairly
simple form” (Veal, 2006, p. 306). Two &ie most common forms of descriptive
statistics are frequencies and meangrequencies provide simple counts and
percentages for a range of quantitative variables, and means represent an average
value, useful only for numeral or scale variables (Ved006). Frequencies were

used to explore and describe both the clustering variables from Section C, as well as
the demographic data in Section D of the questionndtrequencies also allowed

calculation of the percentage of respondénteach response egbry (‘Yes’, ‘No’
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and ‘Don’t Know’) regarding theccurrence of the social pacts in Section B of the
qguestionnaire. The mean level of impact assigned by each of these respondent
groups was then calculated, ranging from -5 to +5, representative of a level of impact
corresponding with the SIP scale.

Factor Analysis

Factor analysis is a statistical procedused to identify the “underlying constructs
that summarise a set of variables” (oMacCallum, & Tait, 1986, p. 296). Factor
analysis is a useful tool faesearchers wanting to undersd a large amount of data,
as it reduces a large number of valesbto a “smaller, more manageable, and
interpretable number of factdr(Kachigan, 1986, p. 379). brder to gain a deeper
understanding of the perceived social impatsommunity festivals, factor analysis

using SPSS 12.0 was applied to the 41-item SIP scale.

Factor analysis comprised five main stefiscussed below under the subheadings of
data recoding, data scremgj factor extraction, decidingn the number of factors to

retain and factor rotation.

Data Recoding

The data gathered from the two festivals was aggregated in order to allow factor
analysis to be conducted dime overall set of responsedhe responses, however,
were not in a format suitabk® be factor analysedThe SIP scale had a two-part
response for each impact item: part one wggsl or ‘no’ response in relation to the
occurrence of an impact, and part twas a value rangingetween -5 (negative

five) and +5 (positive five) representingettievel of impact. In order to run the
factor analysis, the data from the SIP scale needed to be recoded. First, the -5 to +5
scale was recoded. This was recoded ftbrto 11 (as shown in table 5), which
removed any problems associated with hawviegative values in the data file. The
values represented by the scale remairhanged, with 1 represting a very large
negative impact, 6 representing the midpadf no impact, and 11 representing a
very large positive impact. For example, an impact rated as a +4 would be recoded
into a 10, which still conveys the originating of a large positive impact.
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Table 5: Scale Recoding

LEVEL OF IMPACT

Original Coding | -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1| +2| +3 +4 +5

Recoding 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

Second, there were still issues of comfile stemming from having responses in
both ‘yes’ and ‘no’ format, as related taetbccurrence of an impact. It was decided
that recoding would be uséd put all the responses intiee same format. This was
achieved by reversing all ‘naesponses into a ‘yes’sponse, which also involved
reversing the associated impaatings. Subsequently all responses were in the form
of a ‘yes’ response whilst enabling the d&taretain its original meanings. For
example, a respondent who answered N@héve being traffic congestion, with an
impact rating of +4 is essentially sayin@tmot experiencing traffic congestion is a
positive impact. To reverse this statemein¢ NO response is converted to a YES,
and the +4 is reversed to a -4 (whieguates to a 2 in ¢hrecoded scale shown
above). In this recoded form, this staent implies that traffic congestion is a
negative impact. This is essentially the same meaning as implied in the original
statement, however in reverse. It still conveys the perception that not having traffic
congestion is a positive impact.

Data Screening

Data screening and the resolution of any issues within the data set are highly
recommended, and are recognised as beungddmental to an honest analysis of the
data” (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996, p. 57). t@ascreening involved the deletion of
‘problem cases’, which were defined asesawith more than 90% of data missing on
the SIP scale. From the 5dturned questionnaires, a ladd 42 cases were deleted,
resulting in 502 questionnaires suitable to be factor analysed. Two variables
(‘increased crime levels’ and ‘use of prbitéd substances’) were also removed from
the data set prior to factor analysis. e$b were considered 'problem variables’,

having more than 50% missing data.
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Another aspect of data scrésmis determining how suitable the data is to be factor
analysed. A sample size of 502 casemissidered by Comrey and Lee (1992) to be

a ‘very good’ number of useable casesis lalso important to consider the sample
size in relation to the number of variakle The minimum requirement for factor
analysis is typically a ratio of five casés one variable (Gardne2005). In this
research, the ratio was approximately #@rt cases to one valie, indicating that

the data set was suitable for factor analysThe Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of
sampling adequacy is used as an indicafohow much a set of variables has in
common. A value of 0.6 is considered gomd factor analysis (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 1996). In this research, the€aiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling
adequacy was 0.884. Measures of sampling adequacy (MSA) for individual
variables were also examined, and all satisfied the recommended value of greater
than 0.6 (Gardner, 2005). The correlation mmatras also inspected for the presence
of some substantial correlans, considered to be those above 0.3 (Gardner, 2005).
There were numerous correlations excegdd.3, which further supports the claim
for the factorability of the data. Finallit,was decided that missing data would be
dealt with using pairwise deletion.

Factor Extraction

As the purpose of the factor analysis waslenmtify the underlyaig dimensions of the
social impacts of community festivalspmmon factor analysis was employed.
Common factor analysis is the techniqustlmiited to identifying underlying factors
that summarise an original set of \adolies (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998;
Gardner, 2005). In contrast, principahgaonents analysis is more commonly used
for data summarisation and reduction, eatlthan for identifying the underlying

structure of a data set (Hair et al., 1998).

Deciding on the Number of Factors to Retain

Some of the most common criteria fortekenining the best number of factors to
retain include Kaiser’s stopping rule, the scpdot, percentage of variance explained
and simple structure (Gardner, 2005). Isugygested that a nuebof these criteria

be used in determining the number of factors, and that multiple solutions be
examined prior to making this decision (Ford et al., 1986).
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Using Kaiser’s stopping rul® identify factors with eigenvalues greater than one, the
initial extraction identified seven factors. Following this initial estimate, the scree
plot was inspected, and it was decided tanexe a number of trial solutions. It is
suggested that factor solutionsth one less, and also ooe two more factors than
were initially derived be examined (Hairadt, 1998; Gardner, 2005). Five-, six- and
seven-factor solutions were examined arfihal choice of the number of factors to
retain used a combination of decision rul@fie percentage ofriance explained by
the factor solution was considered, whrelguires a balance tygeen explaining the
greatest amount of variance piide and doing so with éhleast number of factors
(Kachigan, 1986). Additionally, the fact@olutions were examined for the best
simple structure, considering a factor stare to be simple where “each variable

loads heavily on one and only ofaetor” (Garson, 2004b, p. 19).

After examining and comparing each of ti&erent factor solutions, and using the
aforementioned decision rules, a demisiwas made for a six-factor solution,
explaining 60.3% of varianceThe results of the factanalysis are presented in
chapter 4.

Factor Rotation

The final step in the factor analysis wasafiply a rotation technique, used to “make
sharper distinctions in the meaning$ the factors” (Kachigan, 1986, p. 390).
Rotation simplifies the pattern of factor loadings and in doing so, aids interpretation
of the factors. The two approachegatation are orthogonal and oblique methods.
Where simple structure cannot be achieusthg orthogonal rotatiornt is useful to

try oblique rotation to achieve simplstructure (Thompson, 2004). Unlike
orthogonal rotation, “oblique rotationsllow correlated factors instead of
maintaining independence beten the rotated factors” (Hair et al., 1998, p. 110). In
situations where the researcher believes tiieir items are correlated, the underlying
factors are likely to be siiharly correlated, and therefoen oblique rotation may be
appropriate (Child, 1970). Oblique rotat| using the direct oblimon approach, was
used in this study lbause of the assumed relatedneshefsocial irpact items, and

therefore the assumed correlatitvetween the underlying factors.
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Cluster Analysis

Cluster analysis is a statistical procedused to identify androup objects or people

that are similar on the basis of some aketlefined characteristics (Hair & Black,

2000; McDaniel & Gates, 2007). “In udter analysis we begin with an
undifferentiated group and attempt torrfo subgroups which differ on selected
variables” (Kachigan, 1986, p. 404). The purpo§e&luster analysis is to identify

clusters that maximise between-clusteariation, but minimise within-cluster

variation (Kachigan, 1986). That is, objewtghin the same cluster should be very
similar to one another, whereas objects ifedent clusters should be very different
from each other.

In order to understand how different sulmgps in a community feel about a festival,
cluster analysis using SPSS 14.0 was appligdeé@ggregated Hadley and Rockford
data set. Cluster analysis comprised fowain steps, discussed below under the
subheadings of selection of clusteringi&hles, clusteringnethod, deciding on the

number of clusters, and valiitan of the cluster solution.

Selection of Clustering Variables

Cluster analysis was previously definad a method used to identify subgroups
which differ on a set of selected chdgmaistics (Kachigan, 1986). Before any
subgroups can be identified, the researchest decide on the sef characteristics
upon which people will be clustered anderdfore, on what ls#s the resultant
groups will be defined. Theelection of these clustag variables often involves a

combination of both theoretical and praaticonsiderationfHair et al., 1998).

The aim of the cluster analysis was understand how differdé sub-groups in a
community feel about a festival, and then to examine whether or not these clusters
differed with respect to their perceptiomd the social impacts of community
festivals. Demographic informationncluding age, gender, education and
employment was used in addition to a ramdéehavioural variables, such as the
activities undertaken on fiegal weekend, volunteer invadynent with the festival,

and occupational connection to tourismonaer to group together similar members

of the community (see table 6).
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Table 6: Clustering Variables

DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES BEHAVIOURAL VARIABLES
= Gender = Volunteer involvement with the festival
* Age = Occupational connection to the tourism
= Country of birth industry
= Years of Residence = Economic benefits from the festival
= Distance from the festival site » Feelings about the festival
* Education = Level of interest in and support for the
*  Employment festival
= Occupation = Activities on festival weekend
= |ncome

In addition to the theoretical consideoas, the researchexlso considered the
practical outcomes of the cluster solutiohhe value of identifying subgroups of a
community who feel differently about thesteval lies in the ability of festival
organisers and planners to make use f itiformation in the future planning and
management of the festival. As this as important outcome of this research,
demographic characteristics in particular weeen to have practical value as part of

the clustering base, given that clusters defined on demographics are relatively easy to
identify and therefore communicate with (Mill & Morrison, 1998; Inbakaran &
Jackson, 2005b).

“Ideally, only a small number of variableBauld be required tolassify individuals”

(Punj & Stewart, 1983, p. 146). These shlobke the set of variables that best
differentiate between the clusters and whatlow the most interpretable solution to

be reached. It is important that a @®her does not try to include too many
variables in the clustering base, as it hesrbfound that even thweclusion of one or

two irrelevant variables can greatly affect the usefulness and interpretability of the
resulting clusters (Punj & Stewart, 1983Ilthough the clusters are initially defined

on only a small number of key variables, as part of the interpretation and profiling
process, the clusters are tested agaimstraber of other relevamariables not used

in the clustering process.
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Clustering Method

There are two major types of clustey methods: partitioning methods and
hierarchical methods (Arimond & Elfes®001). Partitioning methods are based on
“specifying an initial number of groupsnd iteratively reallocating observations
between groups until some equilibrium is attained” (Insightful Corporation, 2001, p.
115). K-Means clustering @ne of the most common forms cluster analysis using
partitioning methods. This method is suitedai@e data sets consisting of only scale
variables and is recommerttievhen a researcher know®w many clusters they
want (Norusis, 2006). In K-Means clusteritigg researcher must specify in advance
the number of clusters to be formed. Once given this number, the clustering
procedure assigns cases into the spatiiumber of clusters (SPSS, 2006). The
need to specify cluster numits in advance represents one of the major disadvantages
of the K-Means method, particularly farresearcher who has no preconceived idea
of the number of clusters, if anyhich exist withina population (Arimond &
Elfessi, 2001; Garson, 2004a; SPSS, 2006).

In addition to partitioning methods areeharchical methods of clustering which
“proceed by combining or dividing exisg groups, producing a hierarchical
structure displayinghe order in which groups are rged or divided” (Insightful

Corporation, 2001, p. 130). Hierarchichlistering is recommended for small data

sets, typically with fewer thaB50 cases (Garson, 2004a).

A newer method of clustering is two-stefuster analysis, which combines both
partitioning and hierarchical methods in a tetage procedure. The first step in the
two-step procedure involvdke creation of pre-clusters, which are many small sub-
clusters which together holall the cases. This is dome an effortto reduce the
complexity of such a large data set. sBd on an examinatiasf the log-likelihood
distance measure, each case is scannexbdowhether it can be merged with a
previously formed pre-cluster, or whethemust begin a new pre-cluster (Norusis,
2006). Once the pre-clustering stage is complete, the second step in the two-step
procedure is the grouping of these pre4diss into the finaldesired number of
clusters. This is done using an agghoative hierarchical clustering method
(Norusis, 2006; SPSS, 2006). “Forming clusthierarchically lets you explore a
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range of solutions with different numbeo$ clusters” (Norusis, 2006, p. 381). As
mentioned earlier, the selection of theest number of clusters can be done
automatically by SPSS using the Bayesiaforimation Criterion (BIC). The best
cluster solution is found at the point where B8IC is at its lowesvalue. This point
represents the smallest change in distabetween the two closest clusters in each
hierarchical clusteng stage (SPSS, 2006).

Two-step cluster analysis was chosen because it works well with large data sets, can
handle continuous and categorical varialdaed is able to automatically determine
the number of clusters or examine a ranfepecified solutions (Norusis, 2006).
With a sample size of 544 cases, therdmichical method veanot appropriate.
Whilst K-Means clustering can handle lam@&ta sets, this method can only handle
continuous or scale variables, and thastdring variables in this case were all
categorical. Also, K-Means clustering reepsi the number of clusters to be known
in advance, and while the researctegsumed that each community was not
homogenous, the number of clusters likelybe found was ndinown. The ability

of the two-step method either to automaticdetermine the best number of clusters
or to examine a range of specified solutiafter providing an initial estimate of the

best number of clusters was aied feature of this approach.

Deciding on the Number of Clusters

One of the difficulties in deciding on the best number of clusters is that there is no
right or wrong number of clusters (Norusis, 2006). Therenareset criteria or
objective measures which determine thestbeluster solution, but rather “the
selection of the final clusteolution requires substanti@searcher judgement” (Hair

et al., 1998, p. 479). Several authors recondribat a range of aster solutions be
examined and compared prior to makingegision for the bestumber of clusters
(Hair et al., 1998; Garson, 2004a; SPSS, 2006réftare, in this research, possible
cluster solutions ranging frotwo clusters to five clusters were tested in order to

determine the optimum cltes solution needed.
Three criteria that are commonly used icideng on the best numbef clusters are:

1) the overall interpretability of the solution; 2) theoretical considerations and/or

practical implications of the cluster laton; and 3) the contribution that each
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variable makes to differentiating the clustéHair et al., 1998Hair & Black, 2000;
Norusis, 2006). A variable that does ndfatentiate between clusters will affect the
guality and interpretability of the final result and should therefore be deleted from the
analysis (Punj & Stewart, 1983). The deletion of theskewramt variables allows for

the clusters to be better defined, base¢ onl those variables which play a role in
distinguishing between different clustefidair et al., 1998). There were three
variables which were initially included in the set of clustering variables but which
were later deleted as they failed to significantly differentiate between the clusters.
These were the three demographic vargmldé gender, countrpf birth and the

distance a person lived from the festival site.

After examination and comparison of each the different cluster solutions, a
decision was made for a five-cluster sauti The five-clustesolution produced the
clearest distinguishable set of clusters with good separation among each of the
clusters based on the clustering variabl€his solution also ga acceptable cluster
sizes, with the two largest clusteascounting for 25.8% each and the smallest
accounting for 12.6%. Overathis cluster solution j@vided an understandable
interpretation of five distinct subgroupsthin each community who felt differently
about a festival. The results of theuster analysis, including the profiling and
interpretation of the clusters,eapresented in chapter 4, section 4.7.

Validation of the Cluster Solution

Given the level of subjectivity and reselaer judgement inetiding on the number

of clusters, it is particularly important that the final cluster solution be validated.
Validation of the cluster solution is usdd test that “the cluster solution is
representative of the geaaé population, and thus is geralisable to other objects

and is stable over tigi (Hair et al., 1998p. 501). Cluster valation is commonly
achieved by splitting a sample into two groups and running a cluster analysis on each
sample separately (Hair et al., 1998). niparison of the resulting cluster solutions

should identify whether a similar residtachieved across the two samples.
In order to validate the chosen solutionpa@te cluster analyses were run on the

Hadley and Rockford data sets. The samieof clustering variables was used in a

two-step cluster analysis on each samglewas found that a five-cluster solution
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was most appropriate in both Hadley and Rokk The profiles of the five clusters

were very similar to those that werdentified in the cluster analysis on the
aggregated data set, which confirmed theeptability of the aggregated approach.

The only difference was in the size of the clusters and the order in which they
appeared, which differed slightly across each community. This, however, reflects the
same pattern achieved in the cluster analysis on the aggregated data set, for which it
can be shown that some clusters wetleee overrepresented or underrepresented in

one community or the other.

ANOVA and Post Hoc Tests

Once a five-cluster solution was chosen aatidated, the research focus turned to
investigating whether thdive identified community subgroups held different
perceptions of the social irapts of their community fes@. Analysis of variance
(ANOVA) identifies significan differences in the meascores across a number of
groups (Pallant, 2005) and was therefore used to compare the five clusters based on
their perceptions of impacts. The F statistic, which represents the “variance between
the groups, divided by the variance within the groups” (Pallant, 2005, p. 214), was
used in determining significant differencesvibeen the clusters. A large F statistic is
indicative of a significantlifference between the means of one or more groups on a

particular social impact varié(Norusis, 2005; Pallant, 2005).

An assumption underlying ANOVA testing égjual variances in the means of each
group, typically examined using Levendisst for the homogeneity of variances.
Where this assumption is violated, thatwhere the variances efch of the group’s
means vary, the Welsh and Brown-Forsytlststshould be consulted in place of the
ANOVA results, given that equal variancese not required (Pallant, 2005).
Unequal variances are common where ttample sizes of the groups being
compared are quite different, as is the caitle e five clusters, ranging in size from

56 people in Cluster 2 to 115 people in each of Clusters 1 and 3. Given these
differences in sample size and the subseguelation of Levene’s test, the Brown-

Forsythe test has been used in place of the ANOVA result.

Whilst the ANOVA tests identify that significant differences exist somewhere

between the mean scoresaadet of groups, they do ndtav where these differences
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lie (Pallant, 2005). In ordeo identify where these diffenees lie, that is, which
specific group(s) are different fromnather group(s), a post hoc test must be
performed. One common form of post hst in SPSS is a Tukey's multiple
comparison procedure, which identifies which pairs of means are actually
significantly different from each otherlt does this by testing every possibility,
comparing every pair of means to see where the significant differences lie (Norusis,
2005). In this research, Tukey’'s post hests were conducted to identify which
clusters were significantly different fromhar clusters based on their perceptions of

the social impacts of community festivals.

3.5.2 Qualitative Data Analysis Methods

Qualitative data gathered through semirstinred interviews and observation at each
of the festivals was analysed with the afdhe NVivo qualitativesoftware program.
This program was also used to aid in thalgsis of the qualitative data gained from

the open-ended questions in the resigeperceptions questionnaire.

Qualitative data analysis is a procegsongoing discovery which involves a high
level of familiarity with the data andngoing examination and interpretation of the
data and its emerging themes (Taylor &gglan, 1998). To achie a high level of
familiarity with the data, the researchead and re-read the notes and transcripts,
identifying emerging themes and concepi&/hilst the existing literature can be a
source of themes, most commonly “researshieduce themes from the text itself”
(Ryan & Harvey, 2000, p. 780). Reseahcan also use their own personal
experience with the research setting argd participants in interpreting the data
(Taylor & Bogdan, 1998).

“In qualitative research, coding is a wayd#veloping and refining interpretations of
the data” (Taylor & Bogdan, 1998, p. 150%oding is used both for data reduction
and categorisation of the datsto themes (Neuman, 2006)According toWillis
(2006) coding can take on two main fornageen or axial codig. Open coding is
carried out first and involves assigning tingial set of codedo a piece of text.
Axial coding follows and involves the redeiing of these initialbbpen codes, with

each becoming more clearly defined. i#lxcoding focuses on the organisation and
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rearrangement of the existing codesdapan involve splitting codes into
subcategories, identifying relationships between codes or combining codes that are
closely related (Neuman, 2006; Willis, 2006).

Within NVivo, the processes of open and &xiading are reflected in the creation of
free and tree nodes. Nodes are the stotagtiners used for storing coding within
NVivo. Free nodes “do not assume relatlips with other concepts” (Bazeley &
Richards, 2000, p. 25) and are therefore udefubpen coding in the early stages of
data analysis. The researcher began ttkeng process by reading each transcript
and open coding the text, assigning free ndde®levant sentences or paragraphs.
The second step in coding svéhe organisation of theee nodes into tree nodes.
Tree nodes are those which allow for hiehacal organisationnto categories and
subcategories (Bazeley & Richards, 20009l are therefore useful for axial coding

and the reorganisation of existing free nodes.

‘Crossover track analysis’ is commonly used in mixed method data analysis. This
involves separate analysestbé qualitative and quantite¢ data, then the crossover

of these forms for further comparisonsdaanalysis (Greene et al., 2005). Typology
development is a specific form of crossr analysis, which uses the “mid-stream
results of one track of data analysisgenerate a typology (a set of substantive
categories) that is then used as a &ark for analysing the other data track”
(Greene et al., 2005, p. 276). Typology depaient was employed for coding of the
qualitative open-ended responses on ressl@xpectations and perceptions of the
social impacts of their festival. Thisvolved using the underlying dimensions
identified through the factanalysis as the framework structure for analysis of

the qualitative data. Using NVivo, th&pected impacts were open coded according
to the 41 social impact statements compgsihe SIP scale. These statements were
used as a guide to the classification of social impacts, both positive and negative.
Those impacts expected by respondemtsch didn’t match up with any of the
existing impacts from the SIP scale weogled as ‘community-identified’ impacts.
The expected impacts were then categoristmthe underlying dimensions of social
impacts identified through the factor analysithe results of the factor analysis have
also been used as the angang structure for the presentation of btite qualitative

and quantitative results, which will become apparent in chapter 4.
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The qualitative perceptions data weceded according to whether or not the
respondents’ expectations had been mépen coding of the text using NVivo
involved assigning free nodes to relevantteaces or paragraphs. The free nodes
assigned to explain residents’ perceptiomduded ‘perceived the impact to have
occurred’, ‘did not perceivihe impact to have occurreahd ‘don’t know’. As some
respondents felt the need to qualify theisponses, and this qualification became
important to making sense of the datavo additional codes were assigned:
‘perceived the impact to have occurredhwqualification’ and ‘dd not perceive the

impact to have occurred with qualification’.

Once coded, each piece of text was examusaag conceptual or thematic analysis.
“The focus of conceptual analysis is to identify any occurrences of the concepts...
within the selected text or texts” ($ie, 2006, p. 118). Theesearcher explored

the text through its codingdentifying recurring themesvhich were drawn on in

subsequent discussi and analysis.

3.6 Methodological Limitations

It is important to acknowledge a number of limitations associated with the selected
research methodologies used in this stutiyo key limitations are related to the use
of focus groups. First, focus group particizaare often selected on their capacity to
provide the greatest amount of meaningfiibrmation, and this can limit the pool
from which they can be drawn. The ritsot bias that can stem from this is,
however, only a problem if the researcheumaware of it. That is, bias can only
become a problem if “you iarpret what you hear in thecus groups as representing
a full spectrum of experiences and opiniofdorgan, 1988, p. 45). In this research,
although the focus group participants weedected from the volunteer database for
each festival, the researcher had carefatlgsidered the soure# her participants,
and any potential biases that the positiorthaf festival volunteer might introduce.
Any bias would have been outweighed bglseg the participation of those with a

deep understanding of the festival.
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Secondly, there is the potential for thesuks gained through focus groups to be
biased by a dominant individual withthe group (Thomas, 2004). In two of the
focus groups conducted, there was a domimadhtvidual, who at times tested the
moderator’s group management skills. Twmter this, the researcher as moderator

specifically sought out and encouragegmases from the other participants.

The researcher must also acknowledge thidtians that exist with reference to the
residents’ perceptions quemnaire. Whilst a mail qetionnaire represented the
most cost-effective way of reaching the greateumber of local residents, the issues
of sample self-selection and non-respomsast be recognised. With any mail
survey, the respondents represent a sdifesed sample (Veal, 2006). Those who
choose to respond to the questiain@ select themselveslbe part of the sample, and
those who choose not to respoeiflectively select thembees out of the sample.
This self-selection process introduces aeptl source of bias into the sample,
known as non-response bias (Veal, 2008though no formal investigation of non-
response was undertaken du¢hi® limits of researchuhds, some assumptions about
this bias can be made. Veal (2006) ssggehat “those with ‘something to say’,
whether positive or negative, are more kkéd return their questionnaires than
people who are apathetic”. Whilst the resbhar did consider thpotential for those
residents with either strong positive strong negative opinions regarding their
festival to be those returning questiomas, an examination of the profile of
respondents showed thiis was not the caseThe respondent profile represents a
mix of residents who claimed to ‘love the tigal’, ‘tolerate the festival’, and either
‘dislike the festival, stay away during thesfiwal, or adjust their lifestyle because of
the festival. Therefore, rather thgast capturing the extremes of opinion, the

responses reflect a range of morederate and ambivalent views.

Another potential limitation relates to the opended questions in section A of the
residents’ perceptions quesinaire, which asked respondents to comment on their
pre-festival expectations of the social eaps that may result from the festival. As
the questionnaire was administered following staging of the festival, it is possible
that the subsequent experience of the festival may have affected the ability of
respondents to recall their pre-festivadpectations accurately. To address this

potential limitation, the expe&tions questions were phrased in a way that would take
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respondents back to their thoughts prior thee festival, assisting them to be

reflective: ‘thinking back please state what you expstthe positive/negative social

impacts of the festival to be”. The fatttat the questionnaire was administered
within a few weeks of the festival would haatso assisted with the recall process.

The researcher's own biases and potentalinfluence participants during the
research must also be considered. “Evesearcher brings sothing different to a
study: different attitudes, values, perspectives, ideologies, etc., all of which impact
upon the research” (Goodson & Phillimog§04, p. 33). The researcher reflected
on, and remained conscious throughout tegsearch process of her own biases,
values and perspectives, and made \evattempt not to let them influence
participants. Within both the interviews and focus groups, the researcher was
mindful not to steer participants towardgpressing views that fitted within the
researcher’s own values and preconceptaiymut the topic. Instead, the researcher
took care to view the situation and responses from the perspectives of each

participant.

3.7 Summary

This research seeks to understand tha@asampacts that festivals have on the
communities in which they are staged, by studying two Australian community
festivals: the Hadley Music Festival ana tRockford Music Festival. This chapter
has explained that the research emplogemixed methods approach, combining
both qualitative and quantitative methodotsgincluding semi-structured interviews,
focus groups, observational techniquedpcument analysis and a residents’
perceptions questionnaire. This approagh provide a more complete picture of
the social impacts that festivals have onrthest communities; as neither qualitative
nor quantitative methods on their own wouldve been sufficient to answer this

question.
This chapter discussed and justifiee tresearch methodology and paradigm, the

selection of festivals, the data collectiprocedures, the methods used in analysing

the data and, finally, the methodologicahiliations. Next, chapter 4 presents the
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results from both the qualitative and quative aspects of this research, and a

thorough discussion of these ritsudollows in chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 4:

RESULTS

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the findings frone #mpirical investigation. These findings
address the following research questions:

= What are the underlying dimensions of the social impacts of community
festivals?

= What are a host community’s expectatiamsl perceptions of the social impacts
of a festival?

= Are there distinct subgroupsithin a community who differ in their feelings
towards a festival?

= Do these subgroups hold differing peptions of the social impacts of

community festivals?

The first section presents a detailed summary of the two festivals that were chosen
for this research. Second, the dempbra profile of the respondents in each
community is presented, and then anparison between the two communities is
made. Third, the results of the factor analysis are presented, outlining six underlying
dimensions of the social impacts of comrtyfestivals. Fourth is the presentation

of the quantitative results regarding eacht lmosnmunity’s perceptions of the social
impacts of their festival. This sectios based on the quantitative data gathered
through the SIP scale as paftthe residents’ perceptiorpiestionnaire. Fifth, the
results of the open-ended questions ondesgs’ expectations and perceptions of
social impacts are discussed, based on the qualitative data from the residents’
perceptions questionnaire. Respondents were asked to comment on what they
expectedhe positive and negative social impaztshe festival to be, and whether or

not theyperceivedthese positive and negative social impacts to have occurred as a
result of the festival. Both this qualitative data and the previous quantitative data are
presented using the six underlying dimensiohsocial impacts identified through
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the factor analysis. These dimensionsrevehosen as a suitable structure for
organising and presenting themainder of the data. Fingllthe results ofhe cluster
analysis are presented. Five commusiypgroups are identified and subsequently
discussed in terms of their differing pertieps of the social impacts of community

festivals.

4.2 Detailed Summary of Festivals

This section presents a detailed summargaath of the festivals; the Hadley Music
Festival and the Rockford Music Festival. This discussion serves to profile the
festivals, and outlines their history and development, organisational structure, and
what each festival offers to participants and the wider community.

4.2.1 Hadley Music Festival

The Hadley Music Festival was establisled993 and has sindeen held annually
each November, most recently staging its" ¥dstival in 2006. The festival
represents a community initiative which waessigned to bring vitors to Hadley in
what was then a quiet time of the yeaAn informal Chamber of Commerce,
comprised of interested members of thesiness community, pdbrward the idea
for a festival. They did this at a public meeting to which all interested community
groups were invited. It was at thiseeting that the idea for the Hadley Music
Festival was agreed upon. The idea floe festival stemntk from grassroots
community interest and was progressedalstrong community base which formed
the organising committee and large volunteentingent. The organisers also
viewed a festival as a good way give something back to the community, like a

celebration of the community.

During the weekend of the festivalpmoximately 16,000 visitors descend on
Hadley, providing an instant boost to Itscal population of approximately 4,000
people. The festival programme offearticipants a weekend of musical
entertainment, beginningn Friday night, and endingn Sunday night. Throughout
the weekend, music performances takacelin various locains spread throughout
Hadley, making use of both existing and constructed venues. Two existing venues

used are the Repertory Theatre and therTélall. Among the constructed venues
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are two large marquees, located within thetreeaf town, and a c¢gark in the main
street of Hadley which acts a® alfresco music venue. There are also four street
stages spread throughout the main stnebich offer free entertainment throughout
the weekend. Performances also takeelat local restauramiand cafes; however
bookings are required to attend these venddse main street of Hadley represents
the stage for the free street party, heldtlom Saturday of the festival. The main
street is closed off to tific, and is filled with food and craft stalls, street stages

featuring musical performances, and raagrentertainers including buskers.

The Hadley Music Festival Committee consists of seven members, including the
chairperson, secretary, treasurer, musotg@mmer, production coordinator, security
and operations coordinator, and streetypadordinator. Having a small organising
committee means members are required ke tan multiple roles. For example, the
chairperson is also responsible fgrossorship, funding, volunteer coordination,
merchandising, and acting as the community liaison. Similarly, the secretary is
responsible for ticketing, accommodationdavenues coordination. The organising
committee has been entirely voluntabpased until recently, when in 2004, the

secretary became the only paid member of the committee.

The Hadley Music Festival could not Istaged without the dedicated group of
volunteers, service clubs, voluntary angaations and committed community. The
festival operates using a contingentasfywhere between 250 and 300 volunteers
each year. While the majority of thesglunteers are on thea@und over the festival
weekend, many also undertakeithwork in the lead up t@r following the festival.
For their efforts, volunteers receive a ‘wnteer pack’, consisting of a Hadley Music
Festival t-shirt and a ticket to the festival. These packs are distributed the night
before the festival beginsat a volunteer barbequkosted by the organising
committee. The volunteers then get togetifeer the festival for another barbeque,
allowing them to celebrate their efts. Local service clubs and voluntary
organisations are also key to the operatof the festival. Many of theg groups,
including Apex, St. John’s Ambulance Assation, Lions Club, CWA, the Masonic
Club, the local fire brigade, local scheohnd local sportinglubs, work at the

festival for a fixed sum donation. For example, the local football club operates a bar
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in one of the marquees, the Lions Clubrapes a food stall durg the street party,

and members of the Masonic Club na gate at the camping grounds.

Over the years, the festival has maintained and encouraged its community focus, still
organised by a majority voluntary orgsing committee made up of members of the
local community. The festival also continues to contribute to the community as a
whole, reinvesting the profits made byetliestival back into the community of

Hadley.

4.2.2 Rockford Music Festival

The Rockford Music Festival commenced in 1997 and celebrated ftyeid in
2006. A community forum was held in 199@itiated by a local resident who
recognised the decline in live music and entertainment in Rockford. It was at this
meeting that he put forward the idea of tiray a music festival, and where the first
Committee of Management for the Rockfdddisic Festival was established. While
the festival was founded asnon-profit event to enlivetmne community, over time it

has grown in size and increased in poptyjarattracting visitors from outside
Rockford.

The festival runs for three days evergywember, starting on Friday night and ending
on Sunday night. The festival attracts approximately 10-12,0Q0rgis0 Rockford,
well outnumbering the local resident popidatof approximately 3,000 people. The
Rockford Music Festival showcases aatbity of Australian music throughout the
weekend, and operates across 10 live music venues. Seven of these venues are
located within a designated ‘tegal precinct’, situated at ¢hend of the main street.
Of these seven venues, three are existinlglings and four are specially constructed
marquees and circus tents. Outside trstivial precinct are another three smaller
venues including the Town Hall and twautdoor stages, which feature local
musicians and buskers. The festivahtres a youth program, which showcases
emerging youth talent and indes a ‘battle of the bandsompetition. There is also

a Kids Club with activities designed keep younger children tertained. On both
the Saturday and Sunday, the main streeRatkford is closed to traffic and the
street is filled with food and marketais and street performers including buskers,

jugglers and circus acts. In addition t@ timain street stalls, the festival weekend
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also coincides with the local Rockfordromunity markets, held in a nearby local

park, featuring local arterafts and food stalls.

The initial Management Committee formedai@anise the inaugural festival in 1997
has since been replaced with a more fdrmanagement structure. The Rockford
Music Festival Incorporated is a meenbhip-based, not-for-profit registered
organisation. Members, known as Friemfighe Festival, inelde both individuals

and businesses, which pay a membershg tb become part of the incorporated
body. Unlike many other community festivals, the Rockford Music Festival operates
under a business-like structur€here are three tiers ofanagement starting with the
Board of Management, followed by thedexitive Management, and supported by a
large volunteer contingent. The Boaoi Management is comprised of seven
volunteer members including a chairpersomutye chairperson, chair of finance and
chair of risk management,ys three board members. Each of these board members
has local connections to Rockford, and lfausiness skills which can be applied to
the management of the festival. As paftthe Executive Management team, the
festival employs a number of full-time, paid members of staff including a business
manager, artistic director, music programmer and administrative assistant. Again,
these people are drawn locally from Rfeckl, and many have been involved with
the festival from its first year. In 2005, thdistic director of tle festival retired, and

the positions of artistic director and busss manager were combined into one new
position - General Manager. The existingibass manager was appointed into this
new role. Finally, there are approximatély volunteer team leaders who coordinate
areas such as customer sesy infrastructure, the @stic division, security and
control functions. Workingvithin these areas are apgimately 450 volunteers who
volunteer their time over the festival weekl and are critical to delivering the

Rockford Music Festival each November.

Of the volunteers, appraxiately 300 are individual members from the local
community. Approximately another 15@lunteers come from various community

organisations such as the local fire bdg, Senior Citizens Association, the Coast
Guard, Lions Club, the Scouts and severalllechools. Volunteerseceive a t-shirt

and a free ticket to the festival in return for their efforts. Also, on the Sunday night
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of the festival, the volunteers are invitedyrag with the festival organisers and other

VIPs, to the ‘wind-up party’, to celebrattee weekend'’s efforts and achievements.

While the Rockford Music Festival cbnues to regard itself as a community
festival, there are certain sections tbe local community who are questioning
whether the festival is in fact still a monunity festival, or whether it is now a
business. This perception is stemmingpant, from the increasing professionalism
of the festival’s organisational structurand highlights residents’ concerns about
losing the community aspect of their festivalisithe growth of the festival that is of
concern to some residents. In recgetirs, the festival has been awarded the
Victorian Tourism Award for ‘Most Signifant Festival and Event’. Having won
this award three years in a row, the Roc#ifMusic Festival achieved its place in the
Victorian Tourism Awards ‘Hall of Fame’ln summary, whabegan as a non-profit
event to enliven the community has evoles@r the years, and the new path that the
festival is taking is now being questioned by certain segments of the local

community.

4.3 Demographic Profile of the Respondents

4.3.1 Hadley Demographic Profile

Table 7 below presents the demograppiofile of respondents to the Hadley
residents’ perceptions questionnaire. alh 45.3% of regondents are male and
54.7% are female. In comparison to the demographic data collected in the 1996
Census, the sample shows females aagbslightly overrepresented, and males
slightly underrepresented. @largest percentage of pemdents is aged 45-54 years
(31.5%), followed by those aged 55-éars (27.1%) and 35-44 years (16.7%).
66.8% of respondents are Australianfhoand 33.2% are overseas-born, which
compared to the population Census figustmws Australian-born persons as being
somewhat underrepresented. Regardthg highest educational qualification
achieved, 31.8% of respondents havempleted either an undergraduate or
postgraduate degree, and 29.4% have compédtieer a TAFE or aade qualification.
The majority of respondents are in sorfem of employment, with 62.1% of
respondents in either full-tiep part-time, casual or sedmployment. An additional

27.9% of respondents are retired. 60.4%redpondents are currently or were
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previously working in eithemanagerial/administration grofessional occupations.
Smaller percentages reportedcupations in clerical work (10.8%), service work
(9.6%) or as a tradesperson (9.2%). tdrms of annual household income, while
23.2% of respondents preferred not to a15\86.6% of respondents are earning less
than $39,999 per year, 24% arergag between $40,000 and $79,999, and 16.2%

are earning over $80,000.
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Table 7: Hadley Demographic Profile

VARIABLE % VARIABLE %

Gender (n = 254) Highest level of Education

(n =252)
Male 45.3% No formal qualifications 3.2%
Female 54.7% Year 10 or equivalent 17.9%
Year 12 or equivalent 17.9%
Age (n =251) Undergraduatdegree 17.1%
Under 24 1.6% Postgraduate degree 14.7%
25-34 4% TAFEqualification 17.1%
35-44 16.7% Trade qualification 12.3%
45 - 54 31.5%
55-64 27.1% Employment Status
65— 74 13.9% (n=251)
75+ 5.2% Full-time employment 21.1%
Part-timeemployment 16.3%
Place of Birth (n = 250) Self-employed 23.9%
Australia 66.8% Unemployed 1.6%
Overseas 33.2% Retired 27.9%
Student 0.8%
Current/Previous Occupation Homeduties 7.6%
(n=250) Casuakmployment 0.8%
Manager/Administrator 26.8%
Professional 33.6% Annual Household Income
Tradesperson or related 9.2% (n=254)
Clerical worker 10.8% Prefer not to say 23.2%
Service worker 9.6% Less than $20,000 14.6%
Production worker 3.6% $20,000 - $39,999 22.0%
Labourer or related 6.0% $40,000 - $59,999 14.2%
Student 0.4% $60,000 - $79,999 9.8%
$80,000 - $99,999 7.5%
Over$100,000 8.7%

4.3.2 Rockford Demographic Profile

The demographic profile of respondents ttee Rockford residents' perceptions
questionnaire is presented table 8 below. In all43.4% of respondents are male

and 56.6% are female, closely matahithe gender breakdown in the 1996
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population Census figures. The two latgaesrcentages of spondents are aged 55-
64 years (29.2%), followed by thosaged 65-74 years (26.4%). 91.1% of
respondents are Australian-born, and 8.86é overseas-born, which very closely
matches the Census figures. The majooityespondents have completed either a
postgraduate degree or undewdpate degree as theirghest level of education
(53.6%), and a further 20.6% have complegétier a TAFE or trade qualification.
The majority of respondents are retiré&.(/%), with an additional 42.8% in some
form of employment (either full-time, paitrte, casual or self-employment). A large
majority of respondents (77.4%J)e either currently or we previously engaged in
managerial/administration or professionatopations. Smaller peentages reported
occupations in clerical work (6.9%) andaadesperson (6.2%)n terms of annual
household income, while 34.2% of respamdepreferred not to say, 24.8% of
respondents are earning less than $39,999ypar, 23.4% are earning between
$40,000 and $79,999, and 17.6% are earning over $80,000.
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Table 8: Rockford Demographic Profile

VARIABLE % VARIABLE %

Gender (n = 281) Highest level of Education

(n =276)
Male 43.4% No formal qualifications 1.4%
Female 56.6% Year 10 or equivalent 12%
Year 12 or equivalent 12.3%
Age (n=277) Undergraduatdegree 26.4%
Under 24 1.4% Postgraduate degree 27.2%
25-34 1.1% TAFE qualification 14.1%
35-44 10.1% Trade qualification 6.5%
45 - 54 15.9%
55 - 64 29.2% Employment Status
65— 74 26.4% (n=283)
75+ 15.9% Full-time employment 17%
Part-timeemployment 11.3%
Place of Birth (n = 280) Self-employed 14.1%
Australia 91.1% Unemployed 0.7%
Overseas 8.9% Retired 52.7%
Student 0.4%
Current/Previous Occupation Homeduties 3.5%
(n=274) Casuakmployment 0.4%
Manager/Administrator 22.3%
Professional 55.1% Annual Household Income
Tradesperson or related 6.2% (n=274)
Clerical worker 6.9% Prefer not to say 34.2%
Service worker 5.5% Less than $20,000 6.6%
Production worker 1.1% $20,000 - $39,999 18.2%
Labourer or related 0.7% $40,000 - $59,999 14.6%
Student 0.7% $60,000 - $79,999 8.8%
Home Duties 1.5% $80,000 - $99,999 7.7%
Over$100,000 9.9%

4.3.3 Comparison of Hadley and Rockford Demographics

Having examined the demographic profiethe Hadley andRockford respondents

separately, some similarities and differences between the two can be identified.

biggest similarity between the two setsre$pondents is the géer distribution: in
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both Hadley and Rockford, a slightlyrdger proportion of females make up the
sample. However, for each other demographic variable measured, considerable

differences can be identified betweera #amples of respondents in each community.

Through an examination of the key degnaphic data collected, a profile of
respondents in each community can bdimed. Hadley respondents are a younger
to middle-aged group, working in eitherllftime, part-time or self-employment,
with high school or TAFE/trade educational qualificatioirs comparison, Rockford
respondents are characterised by an oldejprity Australian-born population, who
although now retired, have achieved reldjivhigh levels ofeducation, namely

undergraduate and postgraduate degrees.

Respondents in Hadley typically work imanagerial/administration or professional
occupations but also in trade, clericatlaservice occupations. Rockford respondents
are more likely to be employed in peskional or managerial/administration
occupations, with smaller numbers in tradérical and service occupations. In
terms of their annual houseld income, more respondersRockford than Hadley
preferred not to provide an answer. While the two communities are similar in regard
to the majority of income levels, iy respondents have a noticeably higher

percentage of respondents eagiess than $39,999 per year.

4.4 Factor Analysis

In order to gain a deeper understandinthefperceived social impacts of community
festivals, factor analysis using SPSS 12.Gs vapplied to the 41-item SIP scale.
Factor analysis represented a useful tool for refinement of the SIP scale, allowing for
the simplification of a large number of variables into a smaller, more manageable
number of factors or dimensions, whichrsuarise the social impacts resulting from
these community festivals. Common factoralysis using prinpal axis factoring

was employed to identify the dimensiommderlying the set of social impact
variables.  Oblique rotation, using ethdirect oblimon approach, allowed for
correlated factors and produced the best sirsiplecture, where each variable loaded
clearly onto only one factor (Garson, 20041#).decision was made for a six-factor

solution, explaining 60.3% of variance.

94



Factor loadings were used in the intetatien and naming of the factors. Factor
loadings represent “the degree to which eaicthe variables coetates with each of
the factors” (Kachigan, 1986, p. 384). Theiabkles with the highest loadings on a
factor provide the greatestalue in the interpretatio and naming of a factor
(Kachigan, 1986). As a guide to the mmestation of factorloadings, it is
recommended that only vahles with loadings of 0.3and above be interpreted
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). There were fatems that didn’t load onto any factor,
and therefore were deleted from the analysis. The variables that failed to load were
those that discussed the range of goodssances availablehe price of goods and
services, increased trade and the levgdadice presence. The remaining 35 items in
the SIP scale are explained by the followsig factors shown in table 9, with the
factor labels provided belowdhtable. Factor 4 initiallypad negative loadings, but
the sign of the loadings was reversed far pinesentation of results. The sign of the
factor scores and any intercelations involving factor 4vere also reversed. “This
procedure simplifies the presentation agidcussion of results while remaining
consistent with the substantiative findings” (Edwards, 2005, p. 6).
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Table 9: Factor Loadings for the SIP Scale Using Principal Axis Factoring

a

ITEM FI. F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 h?
Increased traffic .88 - - - - - .83
Difficulty finding parking .83 - - - - - .76
Increased noise levels .70 - - - - - 75
Crowding in local facilities .69 - - - - - .52
Crowded streets .63 - - - - - 71
Increased litter .60 - - - - .33 74
Road closures .50 - - - - - .64
Enhanced community identity - .81 - - - - .65
Increased pride in the town - .78 - - - - .64
Shows the community as unique - 75 - - - - .63
Community ownership of the festival - 74 - - - - .56
Positive cultural impact - .70 - - - - .66
Togetherness within the community - .68 - - - - .64
Enjoyed having visitors - 40 - - - - 31
An image to encourage tourism - .36 - - - - A4
Frustration with visitors - - .83 - - - 72
Locals avoided the festival - - .81 - - - .65
Locals take second place to visitors - - .63 - - - .55
Disruption to normal routines - - .59 - - - .57
More visitors to the community - - 42 .39 - - .59
Entertainment opportunities - - - 71 - - 49
Opportunities for social interaction - - - .70 - - .53
Meet new people - - - .64 - - 46
Shared family experiences - - - .61 - - 45
Cultural experiences - - - .61 - - 45
Diverse range of locals attended - - - .50 - - .39
Host family and friends - - - 49 - - .33
Develop new skills - - - - .78 - .62
Job opportunities - - - - 71 - 49
Fundraising opportunities - - - - .63 - .53
Display musical talents - - - - .61 - .51
Community groups work together - - - - .38 - .54
Vandalism increased - - - - - .80 .92
Delinquent behaviour - - - - - .78 91
Underage drinking - - - - - a7 .88
% Variance* 287 189 46 35 28 1.9

Eigenvalues 104 7.0 2.0 1.7 14 09

a
Factor labels:

F1 — Inconveniencef2 — Community identity and cohesio®3 — Personal frustrationfF4 —
Entertainment and socialisation opportuniti€g — Community growth and developmerif —
Behavioural consequences.

Coefficients < 0.32 suppressed; Communalitiéy ¢Total variance explained 60.3%
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Factor 1, ‘inconvenience’, represents tesues related to the hosting of a festival
that inconvenience memberstbe local community. Theseclude issues of traffic

congestion, difficulties finding car parig, having roads closed and having the
streets and facilities crowded during the tiofdhe festival. Increased noise levels

and litter are also considered by residdntbe sources of inconvenience.

Factor 2, ‘community identity and cohesipmélates to impacts resulting from the
festival that enable community members to feel a sense of identity and
connectedness. Feelings of togethernesk aasense of ownership of the festival
instil feelings of pride in local residents. Residents also gain pride from the idea that
they are displaying the uniqueness of themownity. It is these things that allow

local community members to develop a sense of identity.

Factor 3, ‘personal frustrain’, reflects the negative impacts that personally affect
local residents. In particular, these imgadlate to the frustration felt by residents
resulting from having more visitors itmeir community. Residents feel as though
they take second place to visitors dmgicome frustrated because their everyday
routines are disrupted. It is these aofs that influence residents to avoid the

festival.

Factor 4, ‘entertainmenaind socialisation opportunitig identifies the positive
opportunities that residents gais a result of t&ting a festival. These opportunities
include meeting new people and interactingaaocial level, having more visitors in
the community, having opportunities fortenacting and sharing experiences with
family members and being able to hoshilg and friends during the festival.

Factor 5, ‘community growth and development’, summarises the skill development
and other opportunities arising from thetfeas which allow the community to grow

and develop. Community members are able to develop new skills and are presented
with job opportunities as a result of hogtithe festival. Community groups are also
given the opportunity to work together stage the festival, with benefits for the
community stemming from this collabormati. Furthermore, these community groups

are presented with opportties to raise money through fundraising, which can be

used to further develop the community in the future.
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Factor 6, ‘behavioural consequences’,aetfs the negative behavioural consequences
that residents perceive to result from the Imgstf a festival. Variables in this factor

include underage drinking, delinquent behavimandalism and increased litter.

4.4.1 Split Loadings

Whilst this six-factor solution was chosfanr its good simple steiure, there are two
items that have split loadings, meaning that they load on more than one factor
(Gardner, 2005). As these items haddigs greater than 0.32, they can be
interpreted (Tabachnick & Fitle1996) and can be considered as items that are more
complex in their meaning and that fit into and contribute to the interpretation of more
than one factor. More visitors in tmtemmunity loads onto both factor 3, personal
frustration (0.42), and factor 4, entertainmand socialisation opptmities (0.39).

The reasoning behind this is that having maegtors in the community is seen by
some residents as a negative but by others as a positive. Based on those who see
more visitors as a negative, this vate@toads onto factor 3. The presence of
increased visitors is the cause of residemstration and the source of disruption to
their everyday lives. However, based oosih who see more Vigrs as a positive
impact, this variable also loads onto facdor Here more visitors are recognised as

being related to opportunities for meetingu@eople and having social interactions.

Litter is the second item with a dplioading, loading onto both factor 1,
inconvenience (0.60), and factor 6, behawabaonsequences (0.33). The reasoning
behind this is that residents are able to see two impacts related to litter: the act of
littering and also the physical result littering. Based on mdents who see the
result of littering as the problem, thisriable loads onto faot 1. Residents are
inconvenienced by having to clean up thaiivate property and wider community
after it has been littered. iBhwvariable also loads ontodi@r 6, as some residents see

the actual act of littering as the negatiwgpact. The act of littering is seen as a
negative behavioural consequence which Iteduom the festival, which therefore

fits into factor 6 with other negativbehaviours such asnderage drinking and

vandalism.
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4.4.2 Reliability Analysis

“Reliability and factor angkis are complementary proegds in scale construction

and definition” (Coakes & Steed, 2003, p57). Therefore for each factor,

Cronbach’s alpha was calculated as a mmessef internal consistency, shown below
in table 10.

Table 10: Reliability Statistics

FACTOR CRONBACH’S ALPHA
Inconvenience .940
Community identity and cohesion .883
Personal frustration .870
Entertainment and socialisation opportunities .788
Community growth and development .843
Behavioural consequences .958

The high alpha values for each factodicate good internal consistency among the
items within each factor, meaning thpyoduce a reliable scale (Coakes & Steed,
2003). Cronbach’s alpha wasalcalculated for the enti5 item SIP scale, with a
value of 0.924.

4.4.3 Intercorrelations between Factor Scores

Where oblique rotation is used, it iscommended that cotations between the
factor scores are calculated, given the useful role they can play in further
interpretation of the factors (Edward2)05). The intercorrelations between the
factors are displayed in tablll. Using pairwise deletidn deal withmissing data,

the effective sample size for the factor scores and intercorrelations was substantially
reduced (n = 60). In order to cheskether the large amount of missing datas
introducing any inaccuracies into the restlie factor scores and intercorrelations
were re-run using mean substitution (Gardner, 2005). Mean substitution increases
the effective sample size and removes the problem of missingaeactor scores

and resultant intercorrelations showed nbstantial difference between the pairwise
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and mean substitution solutions; therefore thsearcher can be confident in the

results of the pairwise solution.

Cohen (1988) suggests that in interpretirgggtrength of a correlation, values greater
than 0.50 represent ‘large’ celations. A number of tge correlations between the
factor scores were founding Pearson’s Correlatiom)( The largest correlation was
found between factor 1 and factorr650.699,p <0.01), as shown itable 11. This
positive correlation indicates that omvenience is related to behavioural
consequences. Factor 2 igylily correlated to factor 4r (= 0.649,p <0.01)
indicating that community identity and cohesion is related to socialisation and
entertainment opportunities. Factor 2 (community cohesion and identity) is also
highly correlated wh factor 5 (0.633,p <0.01), community growth and
development. The only other large cortiela is between factor 1 and factor 35
0.527,p <0.01), which suggests that inconwamie and persondtustration are

positively related.

Table 11: Intercorrelations Between Factor Scores (n = 60, pairwise deletion)

FACTOR 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Inconvenience -

2. Community identity and

. 0.206 -
cohesion

3. Personal frustration 0.527* -0.181 -

4. Socialisation and

) " 0.446** 0.649** 0.014 -
entertainment opportunities

5. Community growth and

0.121 0.633** -0.033 0.474** -
development

6. Behavioural consequences 0.699** 0.274* 0.255* 0.446** -0.027 -

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-
tailed).

Factor analysis identified inconveniencemmunity identity and cohesion, personal
frustration, entertainment and socialisa opportunities, community growth and
development, and behavioural consequeraeshe six dimensions underlying the
social impacts of community festivalsRefinement of the SIP scale using factor
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analysis replaces the complexity of a largage of social impact variables with a
six-factor structure that summarises the social impacts resulting from community

festivals.

4.5Residents’ Perceptions of Ipacts — Quantitative Results

The results from the SIP scale provide quantitative information on each host
community’s perceptions of the social iagts of their festival. These results are
presented in a series of tables organised around the six underlying dimensions of
social impacts presented previously. e$é dimensions, identified through factor
analysis, were chosen as a suitableicstire for organising and presenting the
remainder of the data.

Thus there are separate results talidesinconvenience, community identity and
cohesion, personal frustrationentertainment and socialisation opportunities,
community growth and development, and hebaral consequences. There is also a
table which presents the miscellaneous impacts that didn’t fit into any of the

identified factors during the factor analysis.

Interpreting the Results

Within each of the tables presented in this section, the impact occurrence and mean
impact level are presented for each impact statement. Using table 12 below as a
guide, this section explains how to interpthe results presented in sections 4.5.1
and 4.5.2.

Table 12: Interpreting the Impact Results Tables

IMPACT o MEAN IMPACT
IMPACT STATEMENT OCCURRENCE Yo LEVEL
YES 93.1% +1.3
During the festival, the footpaths NO 4.5% +0.7
and streets were crowded
DON'T KNOW 2.4% -
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Under the column ‘IMPACT OCCURRENCEhere are three rows labelled YES,
NO and DON'T KNOW. These refer to the response options for whether residents
perceived an impact to have occurrednot. Reading across for each of these
response options is the percentageredpondents who answered YES, NO and
DON'T KNOW to the impact statementThese percentage breakdowns into the
response categories are used to measuretbeof agreement on the occurrence of
an impact. The column ‘MEAN IMPACT LEVEL’ represents the mean (average)
level of impact for those respondents varswered YES and NO respectively. Note
that there is no mean impact levet the DON'T KNOW responses, since those who
responded in this way were not requiredgiee an impact rating. The numbers in
the mean impact level column are repréatve of a level of impact, corresponding
with the SIP scale presented in table 18ldlw). Standardaunding can be used to
understand the level of impact being presented; for example, a mean level of impact
of +0.8 would be rounded up to representery small positive impactWhere mean
results are a mid-point, for example +0.5-@.5, the rule adopted that they are

rounded down towards zero, thattmyards the neutral/no impact point.

Table 13: SIP Scale Level of Impact

-5 = very large -4 = large -3 = moderate -2 = small -1 = very small
negative impact negative impact negative impact negative impact negative impact

0 = neutral / no
impact

+1 = very small +2 = small +3 = moderate +4 = large +5 = very large
positive impact| positive impact| positive impact| positive impact| positive impact

The tables in the following section present impacts in the order based on the highest
to the lowest YES response. That is, thstfitem in each table is that which had the
highest percentage YES response, dowthéimpact which had the smallest YES
percentage response. In addition tangearranged from highest to lowest YES
response, the items in the miscellaneougaicts table are organised so that similar
themed impact items are grouped together.
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Each host community’s perceptions of the abirhpacts of their festival will now be

discussed in turn.

4.5.1 Hadley Quantitative Perceptions of Impacts
Perceived Inconvenience Impacts

Responses for inconvenience impacts (seetdl)) show that theris a relatively
high level of agreement on the occurrence ek¢himpacts. That is, the majority of
respondents agreed that the inconveniengaats resulted from the staging of the
festival. Large percentages of respondg@etseived the footpaths and streets to be
crowded (93.1%), that noisevigs increased (92.6%), thiiere was increased traffic
(91.9%) and that there was crowding in loshbps and facilities (72%). At lower
levels, yet still reprsenting a majority opinion, n@sndents perceived there to be
increased litter (65.9%) andifficulty finding car parkng (63.4%) and that road

closures and redirections inconvenientm®zils during the festival (58.2%).
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Table 14: Perceived Inconvenience Impacts — Hadley

IMPACT o MEAN IMPACT
IMPACT STATEMENT OCCURRENCE %o LEVELab
YES 93.1% +1.3
During the festival, the footpaths and NO 45% +0.7
streets were crowded.
DON'T KNOW 2.4% -
YES 92.6% -0.3
During the festival, noise levels in the
area surrounding the festival venues were NO 2.1% +1.2
increased.
DON'T KNOW 5.3% -
YES 91.9% -0.3
During the festival there was increased NO 6.1% 09

traffic in my community.

DON'T KNOW 2.0% =

YES 72.0% +0.2

There was crowding in local shops and

0
facilities during the festival. NO 14.0% 05

DON'T KNOW 14.0% -

YES 65.9% -1.1

During the festival there was increased
litter in the areas surrounding festival NO 22.8% +0.9
venues.

DON'T KNOW 11.3% =

YES 63.4% -0.9

There was difficulty finding car parking

0,
during the festival. NO 30.0% 01

DON'T KNOW 6.6% -

YES 58.2% -1.3
Roa‘d cl?sures an‘d redirections during the NO 34.4% +0.3
festival inconvenienced locals.
DON'T KNOW 7.4% -

a

Higher scores indicate large levels of impact (eipiamitive or negative) foeach impact statement.
b

Scale range -5 to +5 feach impact statement.

The majority of impacts that were percalvi® have occurred have been rated as
negative in nature, althougheth were not rated as having high levels of negative
impact. The largest rating for an inconvamge impact was for the impact of road
closures and redirections oncés (-1.3) which representsvary small negative
impact Two impacts perceived to havecorred were judged to be positive in
nature, and both relate to crowdingoowded footpaths and streets (+1.3) was
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perceived to have wery small positive impacand crowding in shops and facilities

(+0.2) was given a positive rating, but equatesaiatral/no impact

The small minority of respondents who answered NO to each impact statement
disagreed that the inconvenience impactuoed. In all cases except one, the non-
occurrence of these impacts was rated as having eigutral/no impactor avery

small positive impact which shows that respondents are happy that the
inconvenience impacts did not occur. eféa was only one case which the non-
occurrence of an impact was rated agatiwe. Respondents who did not perceive

traffic to have increased saw this as havimgy small negative impa¢i0.9).

Perceived Community Identity and Cohesion Impacts

For each impact in this category, the nndyo of responderst agreed with the
statements, indicating that they pevesl this range of impacts on community
identity and cohesion to have resultednfr the festival (see table 15). A large
majority of respondents perceived the fedtio have given the community an image
which encourages tourism (89.2%), emted community identity (82.8%) and
helped show others why the community is unique and special (80%). The majority
of respondents also perceived a sensecahmunity ownership of the festival
(72.7%), that locals g¢omyed having visitors during éhfestival (69.1%), that the
festival had a positive cultural impact (6&), that the festial contributed to
community togetherness (65.9%) and tlhatal pride increased because of the
festival (62.9%).
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Table 15: Perceived Community Identity and Cohesion Impacts — Hadley

IMPACT STATEMENT IMPACT o MEAN IMPACT
ab
OCCURRENCE ° LEVEL
YES 89.2% +3.5
The festival gives the community an
image which encourages tourism to the NO 3.6% -2.3
region.
DON'T KNOW 7.2% =
YES 82.8% +3.4
Community identity is enhanced o )
through the festival. NO 7.6% 12
DON'T KNOW 9.6% -
YES 80.0% +3.4
The festival l‘lel[‘)s to §h0w others vyhy NO 11.2% 09
the community is unique and special.
DON'T KNOW 8.8% -
YES 72.7% +3.3
There is a sense of community o
ownership of the festival. NG 12.7% L9
DON'T KNOW 14.6% -
YES 69.1% +3.0
Local residents enjoyed having visitors @ )
in the region during the festival. NOJ — e
DON'T KNOW 19.1% -
YES 68.1% +3.2
’.l“he fest.lval had a pos1f1ve cultural NO 12.1% 29
impact in the community.
DON'T KNOW 19.8% -
YES 65.9% +3.4
The festival cm.ltr}buted toa sense of NO 14.1% 16
togetherness within the community.
DON'T KNOW 20.0% =
YES 62.9% +3.3
Bec'ause O.f the festlval, the Pl‘lde of local NO 13.9% 20
residents in their town has increased.
DON'T KNOW 23.2% -

a

Higher scores indicate large levels of impact (eipiamitive or negative) foeach impact statement.
b

Scale range -5 to +5 feach impact statement.

In each case, respondents perceived thegacts to be positive.
ratings are all quite high, with each impaated at a level of +3.0 or above, which
represents enoderate positive impacftThe impact with the largest positive rating is
that the festival gives the community anage which encoages tourism (+3.5)
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followed by an enhanced community ideptithe festival showing others why the
community is uniqgue and special (+3.4)daa sense of community togetherness
(+3.4).

For the small percentage of NO responderiis did not perceive the stated impacts

to have occurred, negative impact ratingsre assigned.The non-occurrence of
these impacts is rated negative in nature, with ratings ranging betweey small
negative impacand amoderate negative impacg&ssentially, these respondents saw
certain impacts as potential positive impatttat didn’t occur as a result of the
festival. Respondents who disagreed that localdents enjoyed having visitors in

the region during the festival saw this as having the largest negative impact, with a

rating of -3.1.

Perceived Personal Frustration Impacts

In the category of personal frustrationpatts (see table 16), respondents disagreed
that local residents avoided the attractiaghe festival (2.1%), that locals took
second place to visitors in their own coomity during the festival (52.7%) and that
residents were frustrated with an increased number of visitors during the festival
(48.3%). For each of these impacts,pmslents perceived there to be either

neutral/no impacor avery small positive impact
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Table 16: Perceived Personal Frustration Impacts — Hadley

IMPACT STATEMENT IMPACT o, MEAN IMPACT
ab
OCCURRENCE ° LEVEL

YES 79.2% -0.3
The festival }eads to a dlsruPtlon in the NO 5% 05
normal routines of local residents.

DON'T KNOW 4.1% -

YES 36.8% -1.0

Local residents avoided the attractions NO 42 1% 11

at the festival.

DON'T KNOW 21.1% -

YES 35.9% -0.9

Locals took second place to visitors in

0
their own community during the festival. A Sl Ok

DON'T KNOW 11.4% =

YES 28.9% -1.4
Residents were frustrated with an

increased number of visitors during the NO 48.3% +0.5
festival.

DON'T KNOW 22.8% -

a

Higher scores indicate large levels of impact (eipiamitive or negative) foeach impact statement.
b

Scale range -5 to +5 feach impact statement.

Although the largest percentage of pesdents answered NO tbe above three
impacts, the remainder of the responsesach instance were split between the YES
and DON'T KNOW response categories. Thigygests that different respondents
have different perceptions tifiese impacts, and that respondents are quite divided

over these impacts.

Respondents who agreed to the occurrendbefpersonal frustration impacts have
given onlyvery small negative impacatings. The highestting was for residents
being frustrated with the increased numobkvisitors (-1.4), which representyary

small negative impact

The only statement to which a large majoiof respondents aged was that the
festival leads to a disruptian the normal routines of tals (79.2%). Regardless of
their agreement with this impact occuagj the impact rated -0.3 which equates to

neutral/no impact
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Perceived Entertainment and Socialisation Opportunities

The majority of respondents in this category were in agreement with the statements,
indicating that they perceived this range of impacts on entertainment and
socialisation opportunities to have resulfesin the festival (see table 17). A large
majority of respondents perceived the festitahave brought more visitors to the
community (98%); increased entertammh opportunities for the local community
(95.6%); opportunities for local residentshimst family and friends from out of town
(92.3%); opportunities for social interaction with other members of the community
(89.9%); and the opportunity for local resiteto meet new peaplfrom outside the
community (89%). Large percentages afp@endents also perceived the festival to
have provided local residents with irased opportunities for cultural experiences
(79.8%) and opportunities for shared famdéyperiences (77.4%), and perceived a
diverse range of people from the localntounity to have attended the festival
(76.3%).
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Table 17: Perceived Entertainment and Socialisation Opportunities — Hadley

IMPACT o MEAN IMPACT
IMPACT STATEMENT OCCURRENCE %o LEVELab
YES 98.0% +3.7
D.u.rmg the festival thelze were more NO 0.4%
visitors to the community.
DON'T KNOW 1.6% -
YES 95.6% +3.5
During the festival there were increased
entertainment opportunities for the local NO 2.4% -1.0
community.
DON'T KNOW 2.0% -
YES 92.3% +3.4

The festival provided local residents
with opportunities to host family and NO 2.4% -2.0
friends from out of town.

DON'T KNOW 5.3% -

YES 89.9% +3.1

The festival provided opportunities for
social interaction with other members of NO 5.6% -2.3
the community.

DON'T KNOW 4.5% -

YES 89.0% +2.7

The festival provided local residents
with the opportunity to meet new people NO 5.7% -1.7
from outside the community.

DON'T KNOW 5.3% =
YES 79.8% +2.9
The festival provided local residents
with increased opportunities for cultural NO 10.1% -2.0
experiences.
DON'T KNOW 10.1% -
YES 77.4% +3.2
The festival provided opportunities for NO 11.3% 26

shared family experiences.

DON'T KNOW 11.3% =

YES 76.3% +2.8

A diverse range of people from the local

0, -
community attended the festival. NG 2.9% 2.0

DON'T KNOW 20.8% -

a

Higher scores indicate large levels of impact (eipiamitive or negative) foeach impact statement.
b

Scale range -5 to +5 feach impact statement.

The occurrence of these impacts is perceived to have had positive impacts on the
community, with all impacts rated +2.7 above. Having more visitors in the

community was rated as darge positive impact(+3.7), while increased
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entertainment opportunities for the locahwounity (+3.5) and opportunities to host

family and friends from out dbwn (+3.4) were rated asoderate positive impacts

Also, for the small percentages of resparidevho perceived these impacts not to
have occurred, small to moderate negaimpact ratings have been assigned. The
highest negative rating was by those respot&l who disagreed that the festival
provided opportunities for shared famixperiences, who rated this asnaderate

negative impact-2.6).

Perceived Community Growth and Development Impacts

For each impact in this category, a mayoof respondents agreed that community
growth and development impacts occurred essalt of the festival (see table 18). A
large majority of respondenggreed with the following statements: that the festival
provided opportunities for lotaesidents to display themusical talents (88.9%);
that community groups worked togetherachieve the goals of the festival (85%);
and that the festival provided fundraising opportunities for local community groups
(82.9%). Respondents also perceived thertgave been increased job opportunities
for locals during the festival (63%) and that the festival provided opportunities for
members of the community to develop new skills (57.1%).

111



Table 18: Perceived Community Growth and Development Impacts — Hadley

IMPACT STATEMENT IMpact Y% MEAN IMPACT
ab
YES 88.9% +3.3
The festival provided opportunities for
local residents to display their musical NO 2.5% -2.2
talents.
DON'T KNOW 8.6% -
YES 85.0% +3.5
Community groups worked together to o i
achieve the goals of the festival. NG 33% 23
DON'T KNOW 11.7% -
YES 82.9% +3.8
The festival provided fundraising
opportunities for local community NO 4.5% -2.0
groups.
DON'T KNOW 12.6% =
YES 63.0% +3.1
During the festival there were increased NO 17.5% 11

job opportunities for locals.

DON'T KNOW 19.5% -

YES 57.1% +2.7

The festival provided opportunities for
members of the community to develop NO 15.5% -1.0
new skills.

DON'T KNOW 27.4% =

a

Higher scores indicate large levels of impact (eipfamitive or negative) foeach impact statement.
b

Scale range -5 to +5 feach impact statement.

All impacts in this category that wererpeived to have occurred were assigned
either amoderate positive impaaci large positive impactating. The highest rated
impact was that the festival provideahfiraising opportunitiekr local community

groups (+3.8), which representtaege positive impact

The NO responses in this category were sgigned negative impact ratings of either
avery smallor small negative impactThis suggests that respondents who perceived
these impacts not to have occurred saw tinibe a negative.The largest negative
impact was assigned by those resporslevtio disagreed that community groups
worked together to achieve the goalstld festival (-2.3), rated as havingsmall

negative impact
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Perceived Behavioural Consequences

What is noticeable in this category is thia¢re are a number of questions in which
there exists a distinct lack of agreemergareling the occurrence of an impact. This
is illustrated by the fact that responses spread over the thr@apact categories of
YES, NO and DON'T KNOW, as seen in table 19.

Table 19: Perceived Behavioural Consequences — Hadley

IMPACT STATEMENT IMpact Y MEAN IMPACT
ab
YES 51.2% -1.4
There is increased rowdy and delinquent 5
behaviour during the festival. MO ASLD U
DON'T KNOW 22.4% -
YES 38.6% -1.7
Un(!erage drinking occurred during the NO 9.6% +0.9
festival.
DON'T KNOW 51.8% -
YES 30.5% -1.9
Van.dahsm in t.he community increased NO 29 3% +0.8
during the festival.
DON'T KNOW 40.2% =

a

Higher scores indicate large levels of impact (eipiusitive or negative) foeach impact statement.
b

Scale range -5 to +5 feach impact statement.

Regarding increased rowdy and delinquent bieha during the festival, a relatively
small majority of 51.2% agreed that thisdhaccurred. There were also relatively
even percentages of NO (26.4%) andNDDKNOW (22.4%) responses related to

this impact. For the impaxbf underage drinking and vandalism in the community,
relatively low YES responses were mathahigher responses in the DON'T KNOW
category. While 38.6% of respondents perceived underage drinking to have occurred
during the festival, the ghest response was inetidbON'T KNOW category with
51.8% of responses. Similarly for vahidm in the community, only 30.5% of
respondents perceived this to have ol while the highest response of 40.2%
was for DON'T KNOW.

As for the impact rating, those respondgemtho answered YES, that the stated

impacts occurred, have assigned relatively negative impact ratings. Respondents
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assigned amall negative impadb both underage drinkg (-1.7) and vandalism (-
1.9), and registeredwery small negative impaéar rowdy and delinquent behaviour
(-1.4).

Those respondents who answered NGsaglieeing with the occurrence of the
impacts, have assigned positive impact ratimgiecting that it is a positive for the

community when these types of behavalwwonsequences do not occur.

Perceived Miscellaneous Impacts

The impacts in this category are those tiwate either not included in the factor
analysis because of missing data or deleted during the factor analysis because they
did not fit into any of thedentified factors. The sixems, however, have been
grouped into two categories: impacts redate trade, and impacts related to crime

and security issues. Common patternsesiponse were found between several of
these impacts (see table 20).
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Table 20: Perceived Miscellaneous Impacts — Hadley

IMPACT STATEMENT IMPACT o MEAN IMPACT
ab
OCCURRENCE ° LEVEL
YES 92.9% +3.6
During the festlval. there was increased NO 1.3% 3.3
trade for local businesses.
DON'T KNOW 5.8% =
YES 72.2% +2.5
There was a larger range of goods and
services available for sale in the NO 13.7% -1.6
community during the festival.
DON'T KNOW 14.1% -
YES 44.9% -0.7
During t!le fe.stlval, the prices o-f goods NO 34.6% +0.6
and services in the community increased.
DON'T KNOW 20.5% =
YES 78.8% +2.7
The presence of police during the festival NO 4.8% 16
was adequate.
DON'T KNOW 16.4% -
YES 32.1% -1.7
The use of prohibited substances i
increased during the festival. MO R 0.9
DON'T KNOW 62.7% -
YES 31.3% -1.8
Cru‘ne in the c(?mmunlty increased NO 25 30 +0.5
during the festival.
DON'T KNOW 43.4% -

a

Higher scores indicate large levels of impact (eipiamitive or negative) foeach impact statement.
b

Scale range -5 to +5 feach impact statement.

There were three impacts which relate to trade outcomes of the festival. For two of
these, the majority of respondents agreed that these impacts occurred as a result of
the festival. Respondents agdethat during the festivéthere was increased trade for

local businesses (92.9%) and that there wdarger range of goods and services
available for sale during the festival (72.2%ach of these was rated as a positive
impact, with increased trade for local messes given the highest rating of +3.6,
which represents karge positive impact.The third trade impacthat the prices of

goods and services increased during the festival, shows a lack of agreement
regarding its occurrence, illustrated by #pit responses between the three impact

categories. 44.9% of respondents perceihedprices of goods and services in the
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community to have increased during tfestival; 34.6% of respondents disagreed
with this statement; and 20.5% responded DON'T KNOW.

The other three impacts in this categoryteeta crime and security issues arising out

of the festival. Two of these impacts are similar in that they both have the largest
percentage of responses in the DONKNOW category. While only 32.1% of
respondents perceived an increased ugwalfibited substances during the festival,
the highest response was in the DON'T KNOW category with 62.7% of responses.
Similarly for crime in the community, onl$1.3% of respondents perceived this to
have occurred, while the highest responisé3.4% was for DON'T KNOW. In each
case, those respondents who answere® ¥Bd perceived the impacts to have
occurred assigned small negative impactating. The majority of respondents
agreed with the final impact in thistegory, perceiving the psence of police during

the festival to have been adequ@i8.8%). This was rated to berenderate positive
impact(+2.7).

4.5.2 Rockford Quantitative Perceptions of Impacts
Perceived Inconvenience Impacts

The majority of respondents were in agreenweith the statements in this category,
indicating that they perceidethe specified inconvenienémpacts to have resulted
from the festival (see table 21). Arda majority of respondents perceived the
following impacts to have occurred during the festival: traffic was increased
(95.5%); the footpaths and streets were cleav(87.4%); and noise levels in the area
surrounding the festival venues were ineegh(85.8%). A majority of respondents
also perceived there to habeen difficulty finding car parking during the festival
(79.4%), increased littem the areas surrounding steval venues (71.4%) and
crowding in local shops and facilitie§9.7%), and that road closures and

redirections during the festivalconvenienced locals (61%).
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Table 21: Perceived Inconvenience Impacts — Rockford

IMPACT o MEAN IMPACT
IMPACT STATEMENT OCCURRENCE V3 LEVELab
YES 95.5% -1.3
Durmg the festival the:re was increased NO 1.5% +05
traffic in my community.
DON'T KNOW 3.0% -
YES 87.4% -0.4
During the festival, the footpaths and NO 3.79% 08
streets were crowded.
DON'T KNOW 8.9% -
YES 85.8% -1.6

During the festival, noise levels in the
area surrounding the festival venues NO 2.6% -0.4
were increased.

DON'T KNOW 11.6% =

YES 79.4% -1.6

There was difficulty finding car parking

0
during the festival. NG 8.2% 04

DON'T KNOW 12.4% -

YES 71.4% -2.0

During the festival there was increased
litter in the areas surrounding festival NO 9.3% +1.3
venues.

DON'T KNOW 19.3% =

YES 69.7% -0.5

There was crowding in local shops and

0, -
facilities during the festival. NG 10.3% L7

DON'T KNOW 20.0% -

YES 61.0% -1.8
Road cl‘osul:es and re.dlrectlons during NO 22 3% 0.2
the festival inconvenienced locals.
DON'T KNOW 16.7% -

a

Higher scores indicate large levels of impact (eipiamitive or negative) foeach impact statement.
b

Scale range -5 to +5 feach impact statement.

For each of these impacts which respondpetseived to have occurred, a negative
Impact rating was given. The two itemsrgeved to have the greatest negative
impact were the increase in litter (-2.@hd the inconvenience caused by road

closures and redirectioifsl.8), both representingsanall negative impact.

The small percentages of respondents wkagteed that the impacts occurred have,

on the whole, given impacttings that equate toraeutral/no impactating. One
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exception is thevery small positive impaatating given by those respondents who
disagreed that litter increasedring the festival (+1.3). The other exception is the
negative impact ratings gimeto the non-occurrence tie two crowding impacts:
respondents who disagreed that local shaysfacilities were crowded rated this a
small negative impadgtl1.7), and those who disagrett the footpaths and streets

were crowded rated thisvary small negative impa¢i0.8).

Perceived Community Identity and Cohesion Impacts

For five impact items in this category, thésea lack of certainty as to whether the
impacts occurred, as illustrated by the tspfiresponses between the three response
categories (see table 22). This is not¢hee for three of the impacts, for which a
relatively large majority of respondentsvieaanswered YES, agreeing that the
festival gives the community an imagehich encouragesotirism (80.1%), that
community identity is enhanced througte tfestival (68.9%) and that the festival
helps show others why the communityuisique and special (60.6%). Respondents’
perceptions, however, are split as to whetheal residents enjoyed having visitors

in the region during the festival, whether the festival had a positive cultural impact in
the community; if there is a sense of community ownership of the festival; if the
festival contributed to a sense of togetherness within the community; and if the pride
of local residents in their towincreased because of the festival.
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Table 22: Perceived Community Identity and Cohesion Impacts — Rockford

IMPACT STATEMENT IMPACT o MEAN IMPACT
ab
OCCURRENCE ° LEVEL
YES 80.1% +2.8
The festival gives the community an
image which encourages tourism to the NO 11.2% -3.4
region.
DON'T KNOW 8.7% =
YES 68.9% +2.8
Community identity is enhanced o i
through the festival. NG 19.8% 3.0
DON'T KNOW 11.3% -
YES 60.6% +2.9
The festival l‘1elI‘)s to §h0w others thy NO 27 7% 25
the community is unique and special.
DON'T KNOW 11.7% =
YES 54.1% +2.4
Local residents enjoyed having visitors o _
in the region during the festival. NG 24.4% 33
DON'T KNOW 21.5% -
YES 52.4% +2.5
The fest‘lval had a posqlve cultural NO 27 8% 25
impact in the community.
DON'T KNOW 19.8% -
YES 51.3% +2.8
There is a sense of community o _
ownership of the festival. NO 27.5% 26
DON'T KNOW 21.2% -
YES 48.0% +2.5
The festival contributed to a sense of @
togetherness within the community. NOJ s 24
DON'T KNOW 20.7% -
YES 41.3% +3.0
Bec.ause o.f the I:estlval, the Prlde of local NO 27 9% 1.9
residents in their town has increased.
DON'T KNOW 30.8% -

a

Higher scores indicate large levels of impact (eipiasitive or negative) foeach impact statement.
b

Scale range -5 to +5 feach impact statement.

Common to all the impacts this category is that fall respondents who answered
YES, a positive impact rating has been assigned, and for all respondents who
answered NO, a negative impact rating has been assigned. Also, all of the impact
ratings are relatively high, rated either asnaall or moderate impactfor both the
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positive and negative impacts. The highest positive ratings were assigned by those
respondents who agreed that the priddoofl residents increased because of the
festival (+3.0) and that the festival helphow others why the community is unique
and special (+2.9), which are batmoderate positive impacttings. The highest
negative ratings were assigned by thosparedents who disagreed that the festival
gives the community an image which euyges tourism (-3.4), and that local
residents enjoyed having visitors in the region (-3.3), both rated as haviodenate

negative impact

Perceived Personal Frustration Impacts

A clear pattern of response is not evidan the category opersonal frustration
impact, as seen in table 23. A large majoof respondents agreed that the festival
leads to a disruption in the normal routirédocal residents (88.9%). Just over half
of the respondents agreed that locals teetond place to visitors during the festival
(54.1%) and that residents were frustrateth an increased number of visitors
during the festival (50.7%); howeverrfdoth of these impacts, the remaining
responses were split between the NO and DON'T KNOW response categories. This
suggests that respondents did not agree ondberrence of these impacts. This is
also the case for the final item regardingetVter locals avoided ¢hattractions at the
festival. The responses for this iterme asplit almost equally between the three
response categories, although the largegborese was in the YES category, agreeing
that locals avoided thattractions at thiestival (39%).
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Table 23: Perceived Personal Frustration Impacts — Rockford

IMPACT STATEMENT IMPACT o, MEAN IMPACT
ab
OCCURRENCE ° LEVEL

YES 88.9% -1.3
The festival }eads toa dlsruPtlon in the NO - % 106
normal routines of local residents.

DON'T KNOW 3.7% -

YES 54.1% -1.4

Locals took second place to visitors in NO 30.8% 02

their own community during the festival.

DON'T KNOW 15.1% -

YES 50.7% -2.0
Residents were frustrated with an

increased number of visitors during the NO 27.2% +0.4
festival.

DON'T KNOW 22.1% =

YES 39.0% -1.9

Local residents avoided the attractions

0,
at the festival. NO 31.1% +1.1

DON'T KNOW 29.9% -

a

Higher scores indicate large levels of impact (eipiamitive or negative) foeach impact statement.
b

Scale range -5 to +5 feach impact statement.

As for the impact ratings, those respondewho answered YEShat the stated
impacts occurred, have assigned relatively negative impact ratings. Respondents
assigned asmall negative impacto residents beg frustrated with an increased
number of visitors during the festivgl2.0) and to local residents avoiding the
attractions at the festiv@d1.9), and registered\eery small negative impatd locals
taking second place to visitors during the ifedt(-1.4) and the festival disrupting

the normal routines of local residents (-1.3).

Those respondents who disagreed withdbeurrence of the impacts have assigned
impact ratings equivalent to eitheeutral/no impacor avery small positive impact

Perceived Entertainment and Socialisation Opportunities

In the category of entertainment and stisation opportunitiesthe majority of
respondents agreed orethccurrence of thesmpacts as a result diie festival (see
table 24). The majority of respondents peredithere to have beanore visitors to

the community during the festival (994, increased entertainment opportunities
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(83.5%), increased oppanities for socialinteraction with dher members of the
community (79.8%), increasampportunities to host family and friends from out of
town (74.2%), increased opportunitiger cultural experiences (73.1%), the
opportunity to meet new people frorautside the community (72.5%) and
opportunities for shared family experienc€®.5%). Responses were split for
whether a diverse range of people frore thcal community attended the festival,
with 50.4% answering YES, 39.1% answering DON'T KNOW, and 10.6%

answering NO.
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Table 24: Perceived Entertainment and Socialisation Opportunities — Rockford

IMPACT o MEAN IMPACT
IMPACT STATEMENT OCCURRENCE %o LEVELab
YES 97.8% +2.2
D.u.rmg the festival thet:e were more NO 0.4% +1.0
visitors to the community.
DON'T KNOW 1.8% -
YES 83.5% +3.2
During the festival there were increased
entertainment opportunities for the local NO 7.7% -3.7
community.
DON'T KNOW 8.8% -
YES 79.8% +2.7

The festival provided opportunities for
social interaction with other members of NO 12.5% -2.6
the community.

DON'T KNOW 7.7% =

YES 74.2% +2.8

The festival provided local residents
with opportunities to host family and NO 10.7% -3.0
friends from out of town.

DON'T KNOW 15.1% -

YES 73.1% +2.6

The festival provided local residents
with increased opportunities for cultural NO 16.8% -2.8
experiences.

DON'T KNOW 10.1% =

YES 72.5% +2.0

The festival provided local residents
with the opportunity to meet new people NO 16.0% -2.2
from outside the community.

DON'T KNOW 11.5% -

YES 70.5% +2.7
The festlval‘ pr0V1defl opportunities for NO 14.0% 22
shared family experiences.
DON'T KNOW 15.5% -
YES 50.4% +2.1
A diverse range of people from the local NO 10.6% 21

community attended the festival.

DON'T KNOW 39.0% -

a

Higher scores indicate large levels of impact (eipiumitive or negative) foeach impact statement.
b

Scale range -5 to +5 feach impact statement.

A pattern that can be observed in thisegary of impacts is that all impacts that
were perceived to have occurred were rated as having a positive impact, and all
impacts perceived not to hawvecurred were rateas negative impacts. The largest

positive impact perceived by respondents was that the festival provided increased
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entertainment opportunities, which they saw as havimgoderate positive impact
(+3.2). This same impact was alsovagi the highest negative rating by those
respondents who disagreed that the fastprovided entertainment opportunities.

This was rate@ large negative impagt3.7).

Perceived Community Growth and Development Impacts

In the category of community growth andvdepment impacts, what is noticeable is

the lack of agreement regarding the occurrence of these impacts. This is illustrated
by the spread of responses over theghimpacts categorie$ YES, NO and DON'T
KNOW, as shown in table 25.

Table 25: Perceived Community Growth and Development Impacts — Rockford

IMPACT STATEMENT IMpACT % MEAN IMPACT
ab
YES 67.9% +2.8
Community groups worked together to NO 10.2% 28

achieve the goals of the festival.

DON'T KNOW 21.9% -

YES 48.5% +2.3
The festival provided opportunities for

local residents to display their musical NO 23.7% -1.9
talents.

DON'T KNOW 27.8% -

YES 47.9% +2.4

During the festival there were increased

0 -
job opportunities for locals. NO) L 9

DON'T KNOW 32.2% =

YES 40.1% +2.2

The festival provided opportunities for
members of the community to develop NO 22.7% -1.4
new skills.

DON'T KNOW 37.2% -

YES 38.6% +2.6
The festival provided fundraising

opportunities for local community NO 23.2% -2.2
groups.

DON'T KNOW 38.2% =

a

Higher scores indicate large levels of impact (eipiamitive or negative) foeach impact statement
b

Scale range -5 to +5 feach impact statement.

Only one item in this category stands asthaving a clear majority response, which
was the 67.9% of respondents who agreed that community groups worked together to
achieve the goals of the festival. Themainder of the items, however, show a
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distinct split of responsdsetween the three impact cg¢eies. Respondents failed to
agree on whether the festival provided appaities for local reidents to display

their musical talents, whether there werereased job opportungs for locals during

the festival, if the festivgbrovided opportunities for locato develop new skills, and

if the festival provided fundraising opponrities for local commnity groups. In

each case the highest percentage of responses was in the YES category; however,
this did not represent a majority responsith relatively largepercentage responses

also in the NO and DON'T KNOW categories.

What is common to all impacts in this category which were perceived to have
occurred is that they were rated as positive impacts. Also, all impacts perceived not
to have occurred were rated to be negativeature. The highest positive rating for

the occurrence of an impaets that community groups wed together to achieve

the goals of the festival (+2.8), rated asm@derate positive impactThis same item

also received the highest negative ratasgigned by respondents who did not feel
that community groups worked togetherachieve the goals dhe festival (-2.8),

rated anoderate negative impact

Perceived Behavioural Consequences

What is noticeable in this categorytigat although the majority response for each
item is YES, each item also has a significg@rcentage of responses in the DON'T
KNOW category, and quite small levels of N€sponse (see table 26). A majority
of respondents agreed thttere was increased rdw and delinquent behaviour
during the festival (71.9%)that underage drinkingcourred (64.6%) and that
vandalism in the community increased idgr the festival (52.2%). However,
significant proportions of respondents iedl DON'T KNOW to these items, unable
to judge their occurrence. Almost haletrespondents were unable to judge whether
vandalism increased during the festjvalith 44.5% of respondents answering
DON'T KNOW. 34.3% of respondents amered DON'T KNOW regarding the
occurrence of underage drinking at thstifeal, and 21.9% answered DON'T KNOW
regarding increased row@nd delinquent behaviour.
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Table 26: Perceived Behavioural Consequences — Rockford

IMPACT MEAN IMPACT
IMPACT STATEMENT OCCURRENCE % LEVELah
YES 71.9% -2.4
There is increased rowdy and delinquent NO 6.2% +0.3

behaviour during the festival.

DON'T KNOW 21.9% =

YES 64.6% -2.7

Underage drinking occurred during the

0
festival. NO 1.1% +1.3

DON'T KNOW 34.3% -

YES 52.2% -2.6

Vandalism in the community increased

0
during the festival. A &85 08

DON'T KNOW 44.5% =

a

Higher scores indicate large levels of impact (eipiamitive or negative) foeach impact statement.
b

Scale range -5 to +5 feach impact statement.

Where these impacts were judged to have occurred as a result of the festival, they
were given quite large negative ratings. Underage drinking (-2.7) and vandalism (-
2.6) were perceived to have the gesatnegative impacts, both givenmderate
negative impactrating. Increased rowdy andelinquent behaviour (-2.4) was

considered by respondents asmaall negative impact

For the small minority of respondents who answered NO to these impacts,
disagreeing that they occurred as a resutheffestival, two out of three items were
rated as havingeutral/no impact Those who didn’t thinkhat underage drinking

occurred rated this assanall positive impadf+1.3).

Perceived Miscellaneous Impacts

This category of miscellaneous impacts consists of those items that were not
included in the factor analysis. Howeyveome common patterns of response have
been found between several of the impactthis category, as shown in table 27.
Three of these impacts relate to trade auies of the festival, and three relate to

crime and security issues.
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Table 27: Perceived Miscellaneous Impacts — Rockford

[MPACT STATEMENT IMPACT o MEAN IMPACT
ab
OCCURRENCE ° LEVEL
YES 81.7% +3.2
During the festival there was increased NO 9.9% 26
trade for local businesses. 7P )
DON'T KNOW 8.4% -
YES 57.9% +1.8

There was a larger range of goods and
services available for sale in the NO 18.5% -1.3
community during the festival.

DON'T KNOW 23.6% -

YES 22.2% -1.7
During the festival, the prices of goods

and services in the community NO 29.6% +0.2
increased.

DON'T KNOW 48.2% -

YES 35.0% -2.8

Crime in the community increased

0,
during the festival. NG 6.2% 05

DON'T KNOW 58.8% -

YES 29.5% +2.1

The presence of police during the

0 -
festival was adequate. NO) B ety

DON'T KNOW 41.0% =

YES 24.8% -2.5

The use of prohibited substances

0
increased during the festival. NG 1.8% 08

DON'T KNOW 73.4% -

a

Higher scores indicate large levels of impact (eipfasitive or negative) foeach impact statement.
b

Scale range -5 to +5 feach impact statement.

Two of the trade impacts show a similesponse pattern in that the majority
response was YES, agreeing that these impactsrred as a result of the festival. A
majority of respondents agreed that during festival there was increased trade for
local businesses (81.7%) and that there wadarger range of goods and services
available for sale during the festival (57.9%ach of these was rated as a positive
impact, with increased trade for local messes given the highest rating of +3.2,
representing anoderate positive impacand the larger range of goods and services
available rated as small positive impac{+1.8). The third trade impact, regarding
the increased price gbods and servicedhewed a lack of agreement with responses

split between the response categories. Although not a majority response, the largest

127



response was in the DON'T KNOW categowith 48.1% of respondents not sure

whether the price of goodsé services increased or not.

Of the crime and security-related impadtgp of these had a clear DON'T KNOW
majority response. A majority of spondents answered DON'T KNOW regarding

the use of prohibited substances durthg festival (73.4%) and whether crime
increased during the festival (58.8%). dach case, the percentage of respondents
who answered YES and perceived the impasthave occurred assigned a negative
impact rating. The 35% of respondents who agreed that crime increased during the
festival assigned amoderate negative impaatating (-2.8), and the 24.8% of
respondents who agreed that the use ohipited substancescreased during the
festival assigned amall negative impaatating (-2.5). The final impact related to
crime and security is that the level pblice presence during the festival was
adequate. This impact gained a split response, with the largest response in the
DON'T KNOW category. While 29.5% perceive¢he police presence to have been
adequate and another 29.5% perceived it not to have been adequate, the highest
response of 41.1% was for DON'T KNOWiInterestingly, the highest negative
impact rating for the non-occurrence of mmpact was by those respondents who
perceived the level of poligaresence not to have beereqdate. This was rated as

having alarge negative impadt3.7).

4.5.3 Comparison of Hadley and Rockford Perceptions of Impacts

The above section provided insights into each host community’s perceptions of the
social impacts of their festival. Thesesuls were presented separately for each
community, in each instance grouped underdix underlying dimensions of social
impacts identified through the factor anadysDiscussion ofridividual impact items

in each factor was presented.

This section will now draw compadss between the results from the two
communities to identify any similarities or differences between their perceptions of
the social impacts of their festivals. Thliscussion will focus on the similarities and
differences based on their peptions of impact occurreecand perceptions of the

nature and level at which the impaascurred. Whilst sections 4.4.1 and 4.4.2
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discussed perceptions related to individogact items makingip each factor, this
section will look at average values for the factm a whole. The following
discussion will show that whilst respondents in Hadley and Rockford perceived the
occurrence of certain impacts differently, theye quite similar in their ratings of

these impacts as either positive or negative in nature.

Perceptions of Impact Occurrence

Table 28 below presents the aage impact occurrence response respondents

who answered YES, NO and DON'T KNOW to the impact statenggotgped under

the relevantactor. These figures are an average of the impact occurrence ratings for
the individual impact statements which make up each factor, and the results for both
Hadley and Rockford are shown separatdyscussion of this table will show how

the two communities differ with regard to their perceptions of impact occurrence.

Table 28: Mean Impact Occurrence Response for Each Factor

FACTOR HADLEY ROCKFORD
YES 76.7% YES 78.6%
Inconvenience NO 16.3% NO 8.3%
DON'T KNOW 7% DON'T KNOW 13.1%
YES 73.8% YES 57.1%
Comlflunity identity and NO 10.9% NO 24 7%
cohesion
DON'T KNOW 15.3% DON'T KNOW 18.2%
YES 45.2% YES 58.2%
Personal frustration NO 40% NO 24.1%

DON'T KNOW 14.8% DON'T KNOW 17.7%

YES 87.3% YES 75.2%
Entertainmentand NO 5.1% NO 11.1%
socialisation opportunities
DON'T KNOW 7.6% DON'T KNOW 13.7%
YES 75.4% YES 48.6%
Community growth and NO 8.7% NO 20%
development
DON'T KNOW 15.9% DON'T KNOW 31.4%
YES 40.1% YES 62.9%
Behavioural consequences NO 21.8% NO 3.5%

DON'T KNOW 38.1% DON'T KNOW 33.6%
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Three factors which display strong simites regarding impaabccurrence between
Hadley and Rockford are inconvenience, community identity and cohesion, and
entertainment and socialisati opportunities. All hava majority response in the
YES category, indicating thaespondents in both Hadley and Rockford perceived
these types of impacts to have resulted ftbenstaging of their festival. Whilst the
figures are quite close for inconvenienaggacts between the two communities, for
both community identity and cohesioand entertainment and socialisation
opportunities, Hadley has significantly higher YES peentage response than
Rockford.

Three factors which display differencegaeding impact occurrence between Hadley
and Rockford are personal frustrationyoounity growth and development, and

behavioural consequences.

Regarding personal frustration impactsspenses in Hadley are split relatively
evenly between the YES and NO categori€kis result suggesthat respondents in
Hadley have not reached agreement ondbeurrence of the personal frustration
impacts and that whilst some respondgrésceived them to have occurred, others
who disagreed had a different perception. Rakis quite differenin that it has a
majority YES response, meaning that thganty of respondents perceived personal
frustration impacts to have resulted from their festival.

Regarding the occurrence of impacts on community growth and development, the
responses differ substantially between Hadley and Rockford. The majority of
respondents in Hadley answered YES to each impact statement, agreeing that the
range of community growth and developménpacts occurred as a result of their
festival. In Rockford, however, there was a lack of agreement regarding the
occurrence of these pacts, illustrated byhe spread of r@enses over the three
response categories. This suggestsdhgiteater amount of community growth and
development impacts was perceived to have occurred in Hadley than in Rockford.

The responses regarding the occurrenceebfivioural consequences in Hadley and
Rockford are quite different In Hadley, responseseasspread between the three
response categories, with the closest split between the YES and DON'T KNOW
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categories. Rockford is quite differemt that it has a majority YES response,
meaning that the majority of respondepé&sceived these behavioural consequences
to have resulted from their festival. What is similar between the two communities is
that following the highest percentage YESpense, the next largest response is in
the DON'T KNOW category. This suggesthat for some respondents, the
behavioural consequences of a festival haye been one type of impact they felt

unable to judge.

The category of miscellaneous impacts doesappear in table 28 (presented above).

As discussed previously, the items that magehis category are not clearly related
and do not comprise a factor sisch. Given that the items are not clearly related, it

is not appropriate to take an averagfethe impact occurrence ratings for the
individual impact statements irthis category. Instead, theimilarities and
differences between the impact occurrence ratings given by respondents in Hadley
and Rockford will be discussed for eaitbm individually, rather than using an
average for the category. Table 29 below compares the Hadley and Rockford impact
occurrence responses for each miscellan@opact individually. This table shows

that for five out of the six impacts inishcategory, there are similarities between
impact occurrence responses in Hadley and Rockford. A similar format will be used
here as in previous discussion of the miscellaneous impacts, with the items grouped
into those related to trade impacts of fastival, and impacts related to crime and

security.
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Table 29: Impact Occurrence Response for Miscellaneous Impacts

MISCELLANEOUS IMPACTS HADLEY ROCKFORD
YES 92.9% YES 81.7%
During the festival there was increased NO 1.3% NO 9.9%

trade for local businesses.

DON'T KNOW 5.8% DON'T KNOW 8.4%

YES 72.2% YES 57.9%

There was a larger range of goods and
services available for sale in the community NO 13.7% NO 18.5%
during the festival.

DON'T KNOW | 14.1% | DONTKNOW | 23.6%

YES 44.9% YES 22.2%

Durllng t'he festival, the prices of goods and NO 34.6% NO 29 6%
services in the community increased.

DON'T KNOW | 20.5% | DON'T KNOW | 48.2%

YES 32.1% YES 24.8%

The‘use of prol‘nblted substances increased NO 5204 NO 1.8%
during the festival.

DON'T KNOW | 62.7% DON'T KNOW | 73.4%

YES 31.3% YES 35.0%

Crime l.n the community increased during NO o5 304 NO 6.2%
the festival.

DON'T KNOW | 43.4% | DON'T KNOW | 58.8%

YES 78.8% YES 29.5%

The presence of police during the festival

NO 4.8% NO 29.5%
was adequate.

DON'T KNOW | 16.4% DON'T KNOW | 41.0%

The three impacts related to trade outcomdab@festival show strong similarities in

the responses in both Hadley and Rockford. Firstly, a majority of respondents in
both communities agreed that the festimaated increased trade for local businesses
and that a larger range of goods and isees were available for sale during the
festival. Secondly, responses in bothdleg and Rockford reveal a lack of
agreement on whether the price of goods semices increaseduring the festival,
illustrated by the spread of resposideetween the YES, NO and DON'T KNOW

categories.
Two of the impacts related to crime and security issues show a similar pattern of

response across the two communities. Thgekt percentage of responses in both

Hadley and Rockford answered DON'T KNV to whether there was increased
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crime in the community and increasedeusf prohibited substances during the
festival. This result suggests that themwe impacts for which many respondents,

across both communitiefglt unable to judge.

Whilst responses in both Hayli and Rockford have been similar for the previous
impacts, the two communities differ in redato their perceptions of whether the
presence of police during the festival was@ahte. In Hadley, a large majority of
respondents answered YES, agreeing thaptheence of police during the festival

was adequate. In comparison, the resesria Rockford were split between the
response categories, illustrating a distinct lack of agreement between respondents as

to whether the presencemiflice during the festival was adequate or not.

The previous discussion has highlightee thimilarities and differences in the
perceptions of impact ocoence between respondents in Hadley and Rockford.
Those factors for which responses bedw the two communities were similar
include inconvenience, entertainment andialisation opportuties, and community
identity and cohesion. On the other hareponses were substially different for

the personal frustration, community gribwand development, and behavioural

consequences factors.

Perceptions of Impact Nature and Level

The discussion above has shown that respdade Hadley and Rockford differ with
regard to their perceptions of impaatcarrence. This section will now show how
residents’ perceptions of the nature of an impact, whether it had a positive or
negative impact on the host community, quée similar in each community. What
was considered a negative impact in oneanity was also perceived that way in
the other, and similarly with positive impacts. Table 30 below presents the mean
(average) level of impact for each factor, assigned by those respondents who
answered YES and NO respectively. Simila the presentation of mean impact
ratings in earlier sections of this chaptle numbers are represative of a level of
impact from -5 to +5, corresnding with the SIP scald hese figures are an average

of the impact ratings for the individual pact statements which make up each factor,

and the results between Hadley and Rockford can be compared.
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Table 30: Mean Impact Level for Each Factor

FACTOR HADLEY ROCKFORD
RESPONSE | MEAN IMP?CT RESPONSE | MEAN IMsz&CT
CATEGORY LEVELa CATEGORY LEVELa
YES -0.3 YES -1.3
Inconvenience
NO +0.4 NO -0.1
Community identity YES +3.3 YES +2.7
and cohesion NO 19 NO 27
YES -0.9 YES -1.6
Personal frustration
NO +0.6 NO +0.6
Entertainment and YES +3.2 YES +2.5
socialisation
opportunities NO -1.7 NO -2.2
Community growth YES +3.3 YES +2.5
and development NO 17 NO 20
Behavioural YES -1.7 YES -2.6
consequences NO +0.6 NO +0.7

a

Higher scores indicate large levels of impact (eipfasitive or negative) foeach impact statement.
b

Scale range -5 to +5 feach impact statement.

On average, respondents in both Haddeyl Rockford perceived impacts in the
inconvenience, personal frustration andhde&oural consequences factors to be
negative in nature. Impacferceived to have occurredthin these factors were
assigned negative ratingécross the two communities, inconvenience impacts were
rated to have the lowest level of impaateraging neutral teery small negative
impact. Personal frustration impacts ratkghsly higher, averaigg a rating of very
small to small negative impact. Behawial consequences achieved the highest
negative impact ratings, averaging smalimoderate negative impact ratings. For
each of these categories of impacts, ratingee higher in Rockford than in Hadley.
This suggests that Hadley respondents perceived lower levels of negative impacts
resulting from their festival and that Rdokd respondents perceived higher levels of

negative impacts.

Impacts perceived not to have ocedr within the inconvenience, personal
frustration and behavioural consequendastors were perceideto have either
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neutral or no impact or, at most, a very small positive impact. This was standard

across the two communities.

The impacts that were perceived to be positive in nature were in the community
identity and cohesion, entertainment aodialisation opportuties, and community
growth and development factors. dpendents in both Hadley and Rockford
assigned positive impact ratings to the impacts that were perceived to have occurred
in these three factors. Imoth communities, and for each of the three factors, the
positive impact ratings were quite largen average, rated between a small and
moderate positive impact. What is also noticeable, in comparing the two
communities, is that for eadf these factors, the positive impacts were rated higher

in Hadley than they were in Rocktbr This suggests that Hadley respondents
perceived higher levels of positive impacts to result from their festival than did

respondents in Rockford.

Impacts in the community identity ar@bhesion, entertainmerand socialisation
opportunities, and community growth andvel®pment factors that were perceived
not to have occurred were rated as tiggampacts. Respondents in both Hadley
and Rockford saw the non-occurrence of ¢ghaspacts as a negative, with ratings
ranging from small to moderate negativepants throughout all éhfactors. These
relatively high levels of negative impastiggest that responus recognised the
importance of these types of impacts resgltirom a festival. This is particularly
the case for respondents in Rockford, wheehgiven the highest ratings for the non-
occurrence of these types of impactdhis suggests that it is respondents in
Rockford more than Hadley who very mualanted to see these types of impacts

occur as a result of their festival.

It can therefore be seen that respondenboth Hadley and Rockford shared similar
views on the nature of impacts and whetthese impacts have positive or negative
impacts on the host community. Impaactéthin the inconveience, personal

frustration and behavioural consequenaddrs were perceived, on average, to be
negative in nature. Impacts in these fagttivat were perceived to have occurred
have been rated as having a negativpaich, and impacts perceived not to have

occurred have been rated as positive ingpabhpacts within th community identity
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and cohesion, entertainment and socialisation opportunitidsc@mmunity growth

and development factors were perceived, agraye, as positive in nature. Impacts
perceived to have occurred in these factors were rated as positive impacts, and
impacts perceived not to have occurred haeen rated as negativmpacts. Whilst

this rule applies to the majority of casthgere are a small number of exceptions. The
above figures are averages and therefaeecannot necessarilpbel some factors
‘positive’ and some ‘negative’, because within each factor, what some people saw as

positive others saw as negative.

Within the inconvenience factor for expla, whilst the majority of impacts
perceived to have occurred rgerated as negative intoee, there was an exception
related to two crowding impacts. In Hagl those respondentgo agreed that the
footpaths and streets were crowded dhat there was crowding in shops and
facilities assigned very small positive iagt ratings. This shows that for some

people, crowding was perceived ggasitive impact for a host community.

There were also two exceptions to thkernat impacts in these factors perceinetl

to have occurred were rated as positive impacts. In Hadley, respondents who
perceived increased traffic not to havearred assigned this a very small negative
impact rating. Also, in Rockford, theon-occurrence of the crowding impacts,
related to the footpaths amstreets, and shops and faeds being crowded, drew a
negative rating from respondents. Thessults indicate that respondents would
have liked to have seen more traffisdacrowding in their community, with this

‘busyness’ possibly representingttem a more successful festival.

Therefore, whilst earlier disssion has referred to facs in which the respondents
perceived mostly positive or mostly néiga impacts, this discussion is taking an
average of all responses, atte above exceptioniBustrate that certain impacts in

these factors can be perceiwdflerently by different people.
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4.6 Residents’ Expectations aniderceptions of Impacts —
Qualitative Results

This section presents théndings of the open-endeduestions on residents’
expectations and perceptions of the soaighacts of community festivals. This
discussion is based on responses to thetmgues which asked) what respondents
expectedthe positive/negative social impacts of the festival to be, and b) if they

perceivedhese positive/negative socialpacts to have occurred.

The expectations data tells us the rangsoafal impacts, both positive and negative,
that residents expected to occur as a resuhe hosting of a festival. The expected
impacts were categorised into the six unglad dimensions of social impacts that
were identified through theaftor analysis: inconvenienceommunity identity and
cohesion, personal disruption, socidida and entertainment opportunities,
community growth and development, abehavioural consequences. Whilst some
of these expected impacts matched uphvmpacts previously identified by the
researcher and included within the SIP sctiere were additional impacts identified
by respondents that were not featuredttie SIP scale. These were labelled

‘community-identified’ impacts.

It was found that all of the impacts inded in the SIP scale, as well as the
‘community-identified’ impacts, were able be organised around the six dimensions
of social impacts. Thigjualitative data therefore supporthe six dimensions of
social impacts identified through the fact@malysis, given that the impacts which
respondents listed without prgmmg fit into the previously defined dimensions.
This finding serves to reinforce the comprehensive nature of the six identified

dimensions of social impacts of community festivals.

The perceptions data tells us whethespondents perceived the expected positive

and negative social impacts to have occurred. These responses were coded according
to whether or not the respondents’ exptotes had been met. By analysing the
differences between expectations and peetkiactual impacts, ¢hperceptions data
provides insight into the community’s level of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the
festival. However, more important than whether the impacts were perceived to have
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occurred or not, were the more detailqdalitative responseprovided. Many
respondents provided a quaid perception responsghich added a number of
exceptions and justificatiorte their response on whether iampact occurred or not.
These qualifications help to further explain residents’ perceptions of the positive and

negative social impacts of community festivals.

The results are first presented for residemixpectations angberceptions of the
positive social impacts, followed by a similar discussion for the negative social
impacts.

4.6.1 Residents’ Expectations and Perceptions of Positive Social
Impacts

In all 523 people, representing 96% of the total sample, responded to the question
asking them to state what they expectezfhbsitive social impacts of the festival to

be. Respondents in both Hagland Rockford expected 30 positive social impacts.

27 respondents said they expected there to be no positive impacts and 16 respondents

had no expectations at all.

Of the 30 expected positive social impadtg, matched up with the positive social
impact statements featured in the Sifale, and 13 were additional impact items
identified by respondents which were not included in the SIP scale. These 13 items
have been termed ‘community-identifigdipacts. All positive social impacts could

be grouped under three dimensions of soriglacts, as identified in the factor
analysis: community identity and sociebhesion, entertainmemnd socialisation
opportunities, and community growth and development. The dimensions and
expected positive social impacts are presented in table 31 below. This table
illustrates three important things. Firstligts the range of positive social impacts
which respondents expected to result fromirtfestival. These are listed in order of

the most frequently mentioned impact ttee least mentioned impact within each
dimension. Second, it distinguishes bedw the impacts which were previously
identified in the SIP scale and those #éiddal impact items which were identified by
respondents (shown with an asterisk agaimsm). Third, table 31 shows how both
sets of expected impactg fvithin three of the underlying dimensions of social
impacts previously identifiethrough factor analysis.
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Table 31: Expectations of Positive Social Impacts

EXPECTED POSITIVE SOCIAL IMPACTS *

Community identity and cohesion
Togetherness within the community
Community ownership of the festival
Community spirit*

Positive cultural impact

Increased pride in the town
Enhanced community identity

Entertainment and socialisation opportunities
Entertainment opportunities

Opportunities for social interaction

A good time*

More visitors to the community

Community growth and development
Impacts on local trade

Raises the profile of the town*
Money to the community*

Tourism*

Fundraising opportunities
Community groups work together
Encourages people to move here*
Encourages music interest and skills*
Good for the town*

Display musical talents

Job opportunities

Improvements to infrastructure*

Brings a small town alive* Develop new skills
Meet new people

Shared family experiences

A diverse range of visitors attend*

Host family and friends

The free street party*

Youth-related impacts*

* Additional impact identified by the community

There are six positive impacts grouped under the dimension of community identity
and cohesion. These are impacts resultiog fthe festival that allowed community
members to feel a sense of identitydaconnectedness, and include feelings of
togetherness, community spirit, enhanceghicwnity identity and pride in the town.
Togetherness within the community wespressed by respondents as the festival
“bringing a lot of community members togethgtliniting the town in a combined
positive effort” and “bringing the community togetr as a community event”.
Respondents also expected a sense afnaanity ownership of the festival, in
particular due to volunteanvolvement with the fdsal. Respondent quotations
include “there is a heck of a lot of residentloing volunteer work for the festival,

over the weekend and leading upitt@nd this creates a sse of being part of it”
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and“the volunteer base is strong, they are all positive and have a sense of ownership

of the festival”

In all 11 positive social impacts group under the dimension of entertainment and
socialisation opportunities. Respondents etgek that by staging a festival in their
community, they would benefit from thesociated entertainment opportunities, such
as the“opportunity to attend live performances in our own towerid having the
festival “give locals some entertainment”Other impacts in this category include
those related to meeting new people apgortunities for sociainteraction which
would result from having an increased numéed greater diversity of visitors in the
town. Respondents also expected increéasgportunities to shartime with their
families and to host family and friends, believing that the festipabvides a
magnet that brings groups of fnds/family of residents to town”

There are 13 positive social impacts whgroup under the dimension of community
growth and development. These includelevisocial benefits to the town and its
residents, such as fundraising opportunitrasney to the town, eaised profile for
the town and the chance to display musiabdnts and develop new skills. The most
common positive social impact expected bgpandents in this category is related to
positive impacts on local trade. But theywa which local trade would be affected
was perceived differently by respondenBme respondents identified an immediate
impact on local trade during the fesl weekend, referring to it a& ‘golden’
weekend for tradersand“the biggest weekend for the local accommodation, pubs,
cafes and restaurants” Others referred to the longte effect of increased trade
over the festival weekend, whi¢imcreases the viability othe town’s businesses for
the whole year’ Respondents also had high expectations for the role that the festival
would play in helping taaise the profile of the town. Comments inclutieputs

our town on the map™good publicity, greater awareness of the towi@hd“plenty

of visitors to town making it mosgell known in the state and country”

In addition to residents’ exagtations for social impact)e questionnaire then asked
respondents whether they perceived the ergestcial impacts to have occurred as
a result of the festival. Responses indicate that the majority of residents’

expectations for positive social impacts were met. In addition to reporting on which
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impacts they perceived to have owed, respondents provided a number of
qualifications and justifications for theccurrence of certain impacts. Table 32
(below) presents the qualified positivepatts that respondents perceived to have
occurred as a result of the festival, listadhe first column. The second and third
columns headed ‘qualified yes’ and ‘qdi@d no’ represent those respondents who

qualified their response as to whetkiee impacts occurred or not.

Table 32: Qualified Perceptions of Positive Impact Occurrence

QUALIFIED RESPONSE

PERCEIVED POSITIVE SOCIAL IMPACTS
Qualified Yes Qualified No

Community identity and cohesion

Togetherness within the community v 4
Community ownership of the festival v

Community spirit v
Positive cultural impact v v

Entertainment and socialisation opportunities
Entertainment opportunities

Opportunities for social interaction

Brings a small town alive

SSURNEENEEN

Shared family experiences
A diverse range of visitors attend v

<\

Youth-related impacts

Community growth and development
Impacts on local trade

Raises the profile of the town

Money to the community

AR NI

Tourism
Good for the town v
Job opportunities v

Respondents who provided a ‘qualified y&t that in many cases not only had the
expected impact occurred, but it haglsén exceeded expectations!This was the
case for impacts such as ‘raising the praffi¢che town’ and ‘impacts on local trade’.
Conversely, there are other positive imgaathich respondents perceived to have
occurred; however they occurred at lovevels than expected, for exampleot as
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much as the town hopedRespondents used this qualification for impacts related to
‘money to the community’ and ‘impacten local trade’. Some respondents
recognised that the expected positivgp@atts occurred, but qualified the response
with a negative impact. @tes from respondents includ@des, however the event
has grown to become a monstafid“Yes, however reported drunken youths in the

street are a concern”

Those who provided a ‘qualified no’ wemmmunicating thahot only did they
perceive the expected positivest to have occurred, but in fact, they saw the
impacts of the festival as beifigiore negative than positive” A quotation from one
respondent who disagreed that the festivak ‘good for the town’ illustrates this
sentimentNo. | believe the whole scalof the festival is sudhat it overwhelms the
local community. The anti-social behaviairthe type of visitor attracted creates

real problems”.

4.6.2 Residents’ Expectations and Perceptions of Negative Social
Impacts

In all 507 people, representing 93% of the total sample, responded to the question
which asked them to state what they eoted the negative social impacts of the
festival to be. In total, there were d4pected negative social impacts mentioned by
respondents. While respondents in Rockfexgected all 41 of these to occur as a
result of the festival, spondents in Hadley expecteshly 33 of these negative
impacts to result from their festivalFifty-seven respondents said they expected
there to be no negative impacts as a resulthe staging of the festival, and 14

people had no expectations at all.

Of the 41 negative social impacts, 20 rhatgp with the negative social impact
statements featured in the SIP scale, thede are 21 ‘communitidentified’ social
impacts that were not included in the SIP scaAll negative soail impacts could be
grouped under the six dimensions of socigbaets, as identified through the earlier
factor analysis. The dimepss and negative social pacts are presented in table
33. This table lists the negative social anfs which respondents expected to result
from their festival, shown in order of thmost frequently mentioned impact to the
least mentioned impact in each dimensidéimalso distinguishes between the impacts
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which were previously identified in tH&lP scale and those additional ‘community-

identified’ impacts (shown with an asterisk against them).

Table 33: Expectations of Negative Social Impacts

EXPECTED NEGATIVE SOCIAL IMPACTS *

Inconvenience
Increased noise levels
Increased litter
Increased traffic
Difficulty finding parking
Crowded streets

Road closures

Crowding in local facilities

Community identity and cohesion - negative

Negative residents*

Dissatisfaction with the festivals’ organisation*
Inappropriate sponsors*

Divides the community*

Worn out volunteers*

Personal frustration

Disruption to normal routines
Frustration with visitors

Reduced access for locals*

More visitors to the community
Impacts on older residents*

Locals take second place to visitors
Locals avoided the festival
Frustration with visitor attitudes*

People sleeping everywhere*

Entertainment and socialisation opportunities —
negative

Decline in free stret entertainment*

That costs prohibit attendance*

Community growth and development - negative

Impacts on local trade
Strain on local resources*
Increased price of goods and services

Tourism*

Behavioural consequences
Drinking and its impacts*
Delinquent behaviour
Vandalism increased
Underage drinking

Crime increased

The types of visitors attracted*
Increased use of prohibited substances
Youth-related impacts*
Violence*

Decreased road safety*
Lacking police presence

Bad language*

Locals frightened*

Family atmosphere reduced*

* Community identified impacts

Seven negative social impacts expedigdespondents group under the dimension of
inconvenience. Respondents expected an increase in noise, an increase in traffic,

difficulties in finding car parking, having adls closed, and having crowded streets
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and facilities. An increase in noisgas expected by respondents who stated
“extreme loud noise; “the noise after midnight”and “crowds of noisy people,
noisier ‘instruments’ (so-called music!)as negative impacts. A number of
respondents also expected mased litter taccur as a result dhe staging of the
festival, with concerns related tmess and litter in parks and streetghd“loads of

rubbish, empty bottles, cans etc.”

Residents expected nine negative abampacts, grouped under the personal
frustration dimension. These include impabest personally affedocal residents, in
particular relating to theifeelings of frugration and disruption caused by having
more visitors in their community. Rssndents expected the festival to cause
disruption to their normaloutines, stating thdthe town is too busy for locals to do
what they normally dq” the festival“interferes with the normal activities of

residents”and“our normal day-to-day lives and routines are disrupted”.

There are 14 negative social immacivhich group under the dimension of
behavioural consequences. These inclddeking and its impacts, delinquent
behaviour, vandalism, underadgenking and crime, particulbrin relation to youth.

Of these, the most common negative saomact expected by respondents is related
to drinking and its impacts. Bpondents showed concern abtaxcessive drinking

of alcohol in street, parks and on beachesand “the small minority who
overindulge in alcohol thercreate nuisance and damage” Other respondents

expected there to be casesddlinquent behaviour’or “anti-social behaviour”.

There are a further 11 impacts whiclhogp under the dimensions of community
identity and cohesion, community growdind development, and entertainment and
socialisation opportunities. The dataggests that these mdéensions have both
positive and negative qualities. That is, there are impacts that can diminish, or have
negative impacts on the areas of idgntnd cohesion, community growth and
development, and entertainment and &lgation opportunities For example,
having residents who are néiga about the festivalinappropriate sponsors and
dissatisfaction with the organisation ofetliestival are impacts which negatively
affect a community’s identity and cohesion.
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Four impacts that were perceived as posisgcial impacts (‘tourism’, ‘youth-related
impacts’, ‘impacts on local trade’ and ‘neowisitors to the community’) were also
perceived to have negative impacts byneaespondents. For example, respondents
expected ‘impacts on local trade’ to be negative, referringutside traders taking
potential revenue from the towrd@nd recognising th&some business people were
the losers in trade while others made a good profit, mainly food, drink and fuel”
For some respondents, havifigts of people” and “many more people in town”
were perceived to be a néga impact, given that incread visitors are a cause of
resident frustration and a sourcedegruption to their everyday lives.

In addition to residents’ expectations foggative social impacts, the questionnaire
then asked respondents whether they geed the expected impacts to have
occurred. Responses indicate that the nitgjof residents perceived the expected
negative social impacts to have occurrbdwever again many of these responses
were qualified, as respondents justified ticcurrence of the negative impacts. The
negative impacts that respondents perceitcedave occurred as a result of the
festival, and for which a qualified responsas given, are shown below in the first
column of table 34. The second andrdhcolumns headed ‘qualified yes’ and
‘qualified no’ representhibse respondents who felt thegeded to qualify their

response as to whether the impacts occurred or not.
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Table 34: Qualified Perceptions of Negative Impact Occurrence

QUALIFIED RESPONSE

PERCEIVED NEGATIVE SOCIAL IMPACTS
Qualified Yes Qualified No

Inconvenience
Increased noise levels
Increased litter
Increased traffic
Difficulty finding parking
Crowded streets

Road closures

NN N N T

Crowding in local facilities

Community identity and cohesion - negative

<

Negative residents

(\

Worn-out volunteers

Personal frustration

Disruption to normal routines
Frustration with visitors
Reduced access for locals
More visitors to the community
Locals avoided the festival

RN NN

Frustration with visitor attitudes

Community growth and development - negative

<

Strain on local resources

<

Tourism

Behavioural consequences

Drinking and its impacts

Delinquent behaviour

Vandalism increased

Underage drinking

Crime increased

The types of visitors attracted
Increased use of prohibited substances
Violence

RSN N N N N NN
NN N N N N N

Family atmosphere reduced

In particular, for negative impacts lateed to inconvenience and behavioural

conseqguences, there are a significant nurobénpacts for which respondents have
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provided a ‘qualified yes’ response. elhgualified yes’ responses say that the
expected negative impacts occurred Bthey were minimal’, “they are under
control”; “they can be tolerated” “they can be managedand“they didn’t worry

me personally”. Essentially respondents wesaying that there were negative
impacts but they were tolerated for a edyi of reasons. Conversely, there were
cases in which respondents felt the negative impacts haakrticularly significant
effect on them”and some who stated that the negative impacts arese than
expected’ In general, these qualificationdated to the behavioural consequences
such as underage drinking and delinquent behaviour.

Those who provided a ‘qualified no’ wemmmunicating thahot only did they
perceive the expected negatived to have occurred as a result of the festival, they
felt they didn’t occur because they Hagtten them under control”

4.7 Cluster Analysis

In order to identify the subgroups withencommunity who felt differently about the
festival, cluster analysisising a two-step method wamdertaken on a range of
demographic and behavioural variablesTwo-, three-, fout and five-cluster
solutions were examined, with the five-cluster solution chosen as the most

appropriate, given that it bedifferentiated the ovetadample of respondents.

4.7.1 Profiling the Clusters

Profiling the cluster solution involves describing the characteristics of each cluster
based on the range of variables used endlustering process. The profile of each
cluster was compared through cross-tabulatioftse chi-square atistic was used to
determine significant differences betwedime clusters bade on the range of
demographic and behavioural variables.

Five distinct clusters we identified. As 18% othe respondents (n=98) were

eliminated from the cluster analysis dte missing values, the cluster analysis
reflects 82% of respondents (n=446). The ifrsfof the five clusters across each of
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the demographic and behavioural clustenagiables are presented below in table

35.

Table 35: Cluster Profiles on Demographic Clustering Variables (n = 446)

Cluster1 Cluster2 Cluster3 Cluster4 Cluster 5 N
(n=115) (n=56) (n=115) (n=178) (n=82) X
Age 248.670*
Under 24 0% 0% 1.7% 3.8% 3.7%
25-34 0% 3.6% 4.3% 1.3% 6.1%
35-44 0% 7.1% 28.7% 7.7% 24.4%
45 -54 0.9% 35.7% 45.2% 19.2% 26.8%
55 -64 36.5% 35.7% 18.3% 26.9% 32.9%
65— 74 41.7% 16.1% 1.7% 25.6% 3.7%
75+ 20.9% 1.8% 0% 15.4% 2.4%
Education 60.420*
No formal qualifications 3.5% 0% 2.6% 2.6% 0%
Year 10 or equivalent 10.4% 10.7% 15.7% 23.1% 9.8%
Year 12 or equivalent 13.0% 26.8% 9.6% 20.5% 13.4%
Undergraduate degree 34.8% 17.9% 19.1% 15.4% 17.1%
Postgraduate degree 21.7% 16.1% 31.3% 14.1% 18.3%
TAFE qualification 13.0% 16.1% 11.3% 11.5% 34.1%
Trade qualification 3.5% 12.5% 10.4% 12.8% 7.3%
Employment 258.870*
Full-time employment 0.9% 21.4% 34.8% 17.9% 30.5%
Part-time employment 5.2% 8.9% 19.1% 9.0% 23.2%
Self-employed 7.0% 46.4% 32.2% 9.0% 18.3%
Unemployed 0.9% 1.8% 1.7% 1.3% 0%
Retired 83.5% 16.1% 1.7% 55.1% 20.7%
Student 0% 0% 0.9% 1.3% 1.2%
Home duties 2.6% 1.8% 9.6% 5.1% 6.1%
Casual employment 0% 3.6% 0% 1.3% 0%
Occupation 115.976*
Manager/administrator 29.6% 41.1% 10.4% 19.2% 31.7%
Professional 60.0% 28.6% 51.3% 28.2% 42.7%
Tradesperson or related 1.7% 1.8% 12.2% 14.1% 7.3pb
Clerical worker 7.0% 1.8% 9.6% 17.9% 7.3%
Service worker 0% 26.8% 7.8% 5.1% 7.3%
Production worker 1.7% 0% 1.7% 5.1% 2.4%
Labourer or related 0% 0% 5.2% 5.1% 0%
Student 0% 0% 0.9% 1.3% 1.2%
Home duties 0% 0% 0.9% 3.8% 0%
Income 84.406*
Prefer not to say 28.7%  16.1% 22.6% 48.7% 22.0%
Lessthan$20,000 7.0% 21.4% 10.4% 14.1% 7.3%
$20,000 - $39,999 30.4% 26.8% 9.6% 10.3% 23.2%
$40,000 - $59,999 20.0% 10.7% 13.9% 7.7% 18.3%
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$60,000 - $79,999 2.6% 14.3% 13.0% 9.0% 7.3%
$80,000 - $99,999 6.1% 3.6% 8.7% 5.1% 15.9%
Over$100,000 5.2% 7.1% 21.7% 5.1% 6.1%
Years of Residence 100.779*
1-5 29.6% 39.3% 20.9% 2.6% 14.6%
6-10 20.0% 7.1% 33.0% 24.4% 26.8%
11-20 25.2% 19.6% 28.7% 20.5% 31.7%
21-30 16.5% 16.1% 9.6% 15.4% 15.9%
31-40 6.1% 0% 7.0% 9.0% 6.1%
41+ 2.6% 17.9% 0.9% 28.2% 4.9%
Volunteered at the festival 360.657*
Yes 3.5% 14.3% 1.7% 2.6% 100.0%
No 96.5% 85.7% 98.3% 97.4% 0%
Work in tourism 82.437*
Yes 11.3% 62.5% 9.6% 12.8% 18.3%
No 88.7% 37.5% 90.4% 87.2% 81.7%
g;it(ilvzvlork on weekend of 127.896*
Yes 0% 51.8% 10.4% 0% 6.1%
No 100.0% 48.2% 89.6% 100.0% 93.9%
Feelings about the festival 253.070*
Love it and hope it continues 27.0% 39.3% 75.7% 2.6% 76.8%
Tolerate it because | thinkit | g¢ 50, 33 9o 20.0% 20.5% 20.7%
is good for the community
Adjust my lifestyle during the 3.50% 10.7% 2 6% 25 6% 2 4%
weekend
Stay away from the area D30 8.9% 1.7% 26.9% 0%
Distike it and would be 0% 7.1% 0% 24.4% 0%
appier if it didn’t continue
Interest and support 230.721*
Interested in music and happy 2q 105 55 494 93.0% 14.1% 90.2%
that the festival takes place
Interested in music but not
happy that the festival takes 0% 17.8% 0.9% 52.6% 0%
place
Not interested in music but
happy that the festival takes| 20.9% 25.0% 6.1% 17.9% 9.8%
place
Not interested in music and
not happy that the festival 0% 1.8% 0% 15.4% 0%
takes place
32?1:238 on festival 514.161*
Volunteered at the festival 0% 12.5% 1.7% 0% 91.6%
Attended the festival 26.9% 30.4% 79.2% 16.7% 5.6%
Didn't attend the festival 47.0% 1.8% 10.4% 53.8% 0%
Working 2.6% 46.4% 1.7% 2.6% 2.8%
Left town 11.3% 1.8% 3.5% 20.5% 0%
Other 12.2% 7.1% 3.5% 6.4% 0%

* Significant at the 5% level
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4.7.2 Interpreting the Clusters

Profiled above are the fivdistinct community subgroupdentified on the basis of a
range of demographic and befaural variables. Whilst these profiles describe each
cluster on the entire range of clustering &akes, what is important is to identify
“how important the different variables area the formation of the cluster” (Norusis,
2006, p. 385). This is important for accurate interpretation of the clusters, which
involves examining the most important \adolies in each cluster and using these “to
name or assign a label accurately describiegriditure of the clusters” (Hair et al.,
1998, p. 500).

SPSS produces clusterwise importance plotgchvillustrate for each cluster the
relative importance of each of the clustering variables in differentiating that cluster
from any other (Garson, 2004a). The vadealwhich best differentiated each cluster
are shown in tables 36 to 40 below. It whaase key variables that were used in the
naming and interpretation of each of theeficlusters, labelled as ‘tolerators’,
‘economically connected’, ‘attendees’, ‘atlers’ and ‘volunteerg'espectively.

Tolerators (Cluster 1)

The variables which best differentiated G&rsl are shown in table 36 below. These
key variables suggested the name ‘@lers’ for Cluster 1, which accounts for
25.8% of the sample, given that this clusgedistinct from all others based on the
feelings that its members have towards the festival. This cluster is characterised by
residents who were tolerant of the festitaking place in their community. Two of
the key demographic characteristics whichthes cluster apart from the others are
the age and employment status of its memberhis cluster is clearly the oldest
cluster with 99.1% of its menels aged over 55 years, and it has the greatest number
of retirees of any clusterWhat also stands out about tloisister is that in terms of
their activities undertaken on the festiveéekend, whilst the largest proportion of
this cluster did not attend ehfestival, there was still smaller proportion who did.
Even though the majority did not attend, no-amé¢his cluster disliked the festival,
and everyone was happy for it to takace in their community. Whilst a large
majority had an interest in music, a sizegpercentage had no interest in the theme

but were still happy for the festival to take place. This explains the majority
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response of people who tolerated theivas because overall they thought it was

beneficial for the community.

Table 36: Key Variables Differentiating Cluster 1

KEY VARIABLES TOLERATORS (CLUSTER 1)

. . Tolerate the festival because of the benefits to the wider
Feeling towards the festival .

community.

Age Oldest cluster.
Employment Large majority retired.
Weekend activity Most didn’t attend, however small proportion did.
Interest in and support for Are mostly interested in the theme and all are happy for the
festival festival to take place in their community.

Economically Connected (Cluster 2)

The most important variables differentragi Cluster 2 from all other clusters are
shown below in table 37. Memberstbe second cluster account for 12.6% of the
sample and consist of residents who wecenomically connectetb the festival.
The distinguishing feature which sets this cluster apart from the others is that its
members are those who worked in teor and who undertook paid work on the
weekend of the festival. Wkt a significant proportion of this cluster also attended
the festival, most of this cluster were winidx over the festival weekend. It was on
the basis of these key characteristicat thhis cluster has been labelled as
‘economically connected’. Distinguishing degraphic features dhis cluster relate

to employment, occupation and length dfidence in the community. Most of this
cluster were self-employed and were egyeghin either managerial/administration
occupations, service industry or professlomecupations. Residés in this cluster
represented the extremes of length ofdesce, with significant proportions new to
the community, but also azsiable group who had lived the community for 41

years or more.
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Table 37: Key Variables Differentiating Cluster 2

KEY VARIABLES ECONOMICALLY CONNECTED (CLUSTER 2)

Weekend activity Were working.

Paid work during the festival Majority undertook paid work on the weekend of the festival

weekend

Work in tourism Majority work in tourism.

Occupation Manage_rial/administration, service industry or professional
occupations.

Employment Most are self-employed.

Significant proportion living there 1-5 years, but also 41 years
or more.

Years of residence

Attendees (Cluster 3)

Table 38 (below) outlines the key variables which make this cluster distinct from the
others. Most important, and therefore usedthe labelling ofCluster 3 as the
‘attendees’, accounting for 25.8% of the samydethat this cluster is made up of
those residents who attended the festivallso differentiating this from other
clusters are the demographic variablelatesl to age, employment and income.
Demographically distinct from all otherudters, the attendees represent the youngest
cluster, and that which earned the highespmes. The majority of this cluster were

in full-time employment, with a significamumber of self-employed persons. In
terms of their feelings towards the festjvidle large majority ofthe attendees loved

the festival and hoped thatdbntinues. No-one in thiduster disliked the festival,

and less than one percent were not happy that the festival took place. The large
majority of attendees showed an int#rén the theme and were happy that the
festival took place in their community. #d important in distinguishing this from
other clusters is the fact that of all clusters, the attendees have the smallest

percentage of people who volunteered for the festival.
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Table 38: Key Variables Differentiating Cluster 3

KEY VARIABLES ATTENDEES (CLUSTER 3)

Weekend activity Attended the festival.

Age Youngest cluster.

Employment Majority in full-time employment or self-employed.

Feeling towards the festival Love the festival and hope that it continues.

Volunteered for the festival ;I(—ehs?i ;TLallest percentage of people who volunteer for the
Interest in and support for Majority show an interest ithe theme and are happy that the
festival festival takes place.

Income High income earners.

Avoiders (Cluster 4)

Members of the fourth cluster account f07.5% of the sample and consist of
residents who were unhappy that the festivak place in their community and who
avoided it by either not &nding or leaving town. TEhother important variables
differentiating this cluster from the rest are shown below in table 39. Whilst the
majority of this cluster weractually interested in musithey were not happy that

the festival took place in #ir community. Of all the alsters, this cluster has the
largest percentage of peopléavdisliked the festival andould be happier if it did

not continue, and the smallest percentad® loved the festivahnd wanted it to
continue. There are alsaaificant numbers of peoplehs either stayed away from

the area or adjusted their lifestyle in sowey because of the festival. The majority

of this cluster did not attend the festivzald a sizeable proportion left town for the
weekend. No-one from this cluster undertook any paid work on the weekend of the
festival, indicating there was no econommlationship with the festival. Key
demographic characteristics which differentiate this cluster from the others are the
occupation and annual household incomechfster members. Importantly in
relation to occupation, this cluster repents a mix of occupations including
professional, managerial/administration, cleriand trade work. In terms of income,
this cluster is different from the others in that it is this cluster that was least likely to
provide their level ofncome. Most people in thisudter preferred not to say, which

could indicate that members of this d¢krsearned either quitw or quite high
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incomes. From those who did respotite largest group earned less than $20,000
annually. Also significant is that this ctes is made up of the long-term residents

who have lived in their community for over 41 years.

Table 39: Key Variables Differentiating Cluster 4

KEY VARIABLES AVOIDERS (CLUSTER 4)

Interest in and support for Majority are interested in music but are not happy that the
festival festival takes place in their community.

Feeling towards the festival Dislike the festival, stay away or adjust their lifestyle.

Majority didn’t attend the festival and a sizeable proportion left

Weekend activity town for the weekend.

Years of residence Mostly long-term residents, 41 years or more.

Occupation Mix of professional, managerial/administration, clerical and
P trade occupations.

Income Most people preferred not to reveal their income.

Paid work during the festival

No-one undertook any paid work on festival weekend.
weekend

Volunteers (Cluster 5)

The most important variables which dmgfuish this cluster from the others are
shown in table 40 (below). Most importaand therefore used naming Cluster 5
the ‘volunteers’, accounting fdl8.4% of the sample, is that this cluster is made up
of residents who volunteered for their feast. 100% of people in this cluster
volunteered for their festivalyhich could have been prito, during or following the
weekend of the festival. On the aat weekend, whilst the large majority
volunteered at the festival, themainder of this cluster attended or worked. No-one
in this cluster did not attenithe festival or left town fothe weekend. This cluster
has the largest percentagep&fople who loved the festival and hoped it continues.
No-one in this cluster disliked the festival or stayed away from the area, and
everyone was happy for it to take place ieittommunity. Thigluster also showed

a strong interest in the theme. Demogreglly, this cluster is distinct from the
others in that it has ¢hwidest age range, with méers ranging from 35-64. The
volunteers cluster also has the highestlleof TAFE educatin and a mix of full-

time and part-time employment.

154



Table 40: Key Variables Differentiating Cluster 5

KEY VARIABLES VOLUNTEERS (CLUSTER 5)

Volunteered for the festival Entire cluster volunteered for the festival.

Weekend activity Large majority volunteered at the festival.

Feeling towards the festival Love it and hope it continues.

Age Widest age range from 35-64 years.

Interest in and support for Majority show an interest in the theme and all are happy for|the
festival festival to take place.

Education TAFE education.

Employment Full-time and part-time employment.

4.7.3 Validating the Cluster Solution

In order to validate the five-cluster soluti@@parate cluster analyses were run on the
Hadley and Rockford data setsparately. It was foundaha five-cluster solution

was most appropriate in bottadley and Rockford, andtlough the resultant cluster
profiles were very similar, the size of the clusters and the order in which they
appeared differed slightly in each community. A chi-square test was therefore used
to investigate whether this relationstiptween cluster membership and community

is significant. That is, does cluster mearghip differ significantly with respect to

the community in which respondents live?

The results of the chi-square test reveal significant differences in cluster membership
by community, as shown in table 41 belo®ignificant differences can be observed
regarding the order in which the clusteygpeared in each community. Hadley has
the greatest number of atteede(n = 65), followed clady by volunteers (n = 56).
There are then equal numbers of econoltyicannected and avoers (n = 33), and

the smallest number, tolerators (n = 29). Rockford shows quite a different pattern,
with the greatest number of tolerators £n86), followed by attendees (n = 50),
avoiders (n = 45) and smaller numbersolunteers (n = 26)ral residents who are

economically connected todtiestival (n = 23).
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Table 41: Cluster Membership by Community

Tolerators Economically Attendees | Avoiders | Volunteers Total
Connected
Hadley 29 33 65 33 56 216
Rockford 86 23 50 45 26 230
Total 115 56 115 78 82 446

22 =44.420, df = 4, p = .000

4.7.4 Cluster Perceptions of Social Impacts

ANOVA testing was used to compare the resulting five clusters based on their
perceptions of the social impacts of astieal, and significant differences were
identified. The mean responses for the filasters on each social impact variable
are presented in appendix 8. Thirtgtei out of 41 social impact items show
The three

impacts for which mean scores betwettyie five clustersare not significantly

significant differences in the mean scores between the five clusters.

different are increased price of goodslaservices (F = 1.379, p> 0.05), increased
use of prohibited substances (F = 1.9830@5) and underage drinking (F = 2.313,
p> 0.05).
perceptions of these impacts. An examuoraf the values of the F statistic for the

This indicates that the fiveusters did not hold significantly different

remainder of impact items shows those whhave the greatest differences between
clusters. Whether the festival provitleultural experiences (F = 38.288, p< 0.05), a
positive cultural impact (F = 34.066, p< 0.0fgetherness within the community (F

= 33.440, p< 0.05), increased pride in the town (F = 30.797, p< 0.05) and
opportunities for social interaction (F 27.502, p< 0.05), and whether residents
enjoyed having visitors ding the festival (F = 26.18(Qy< 0.05) are the impacts
which have the greatest differences irams between the clusters. This indicates
that the five clusters heklgnificantly different percepmns of these impacts.

Whilst the above examines which indivaduimpact items were perceived most

differently by the five clusters, it is necegs& gain a broadeicture of the overall
differences in perceptions of impacts for ealster. This is achieved by examining
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the number of impacts rated positively and the number rated negatively by each

cluster. These figures are shown in table 42 below.

Table 42: Number of Impacts Rated Positively and Negatively by Each Cluster

IMPACT Economically .

RATING Tolerators Connected Attendees Avoiders Volunteers
Positive 28 24 27 9 30
Negative 13 17 14 32 11

From the overall pattern of mean resporfeeach cluster presented in appendix 8
and the number of impacts rated as positiv negative in table 42 above, obvious
patterns of response can be identified.e Tollowing basic profiles for each cluster

can be developed to explain how they diffetheir perceptions of the social impacts

of community festivals.

The ‘avoiders’ are clearly the most negatihaving assigned the highest negative
impact ratings of any cluster and haviegen the majority of impacts as being
negative in nature. The items which tlisister thought had ¢hgreatest negative
impacts were underage drinking, vandalisnoise, crime and increased use of
prohibited substances. Only 9 out of 4lpants were rated as positive, with each
rated less than a very small positive impact. The impacts which this cluster
acknowledged as being positive include increased trade, the opportunity to host
family and friends, entertainment opporities and community groups working

together.

At the other end of the scale, the volunsempresent the mogositive group having
perceived 30 of the social impacts resulting from the festival to be positive, and
having assigned the highest positive impatings of any cluster. The volunteers
saw the greatest positive impacts as d¢héaving been morevisitors to the
community, entertainment opgonities, fundraisig opportunitiesjncreased trade

and community groups working together, amlimage to encourage tourism created.
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Whilst the volunteers and avoiders are exte clusters, and doty opposite to each
other, the tolerators, economically connedead attendees clusters are less extreme.
In regard to the number of impacts rated positively and negatively, these three
clusters show quite similar patterns iattkhey recognised a mix of both positive and
negative impacts resulting from festival. Thereforefurther examination of the
ratings assigned to these impacts is necessary to better distinguish between the
tolerators, economically connected andrattes clusters. Thesatings are shown

in table 43 below. The first column lidlise six impact dimesions, and the second
column presents the mean impact ratingggned to these dimensions by each of the
five clusters. The figures in column two are an average of the impact ratings for the
individual items that make up each dimemsi Using these figures, the clusters can

now be compared.

Table 43: Mean Impact Level for Each Factor by Cluster

CLUSTER
ab
MEAN LEVEL IMPACT
DIMENSION Tolerators Economically Attendees | Avoiders | Volunteers
Connected
Inconvenience -0.2 -1.3 -0.4 -2.4 +0.2
Commumty Identity and +26 +16 +2.7 09 +3.0
Cohesion
Personal Frustration -0.4 -0.7 0.0 -2.2 +0.1
Entertainmentand +2.8 +2.1 +3.1 +0.1 +32
Socialisation Opportunities
Community Growth and +23 +1.8 +2.7 +0.1 +3.0
Development
Behavioural Consequences -1.0 -2.2 -1.7 -2.8 -1.4

a

Higher scores indicate large levels of impact (eipusitive or negative) fogach impact statement.
b

Scale range -5 to +5 feach impact statement.

In examining the strength of the ratings assigned to the impacts, as shown in table 43
above, the economically connected cluster loarseen as the second most negative
cluster. The differencdetween the avoiders arntie economically connected
clusters is in their rating of the negative impacts. Where the avoiders saw the

majority of impacts as negative, and quite large negative impacts, the economically
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connected cluster rated the negatives lpwaad acknowledged more of the positive
impacts. Whilst this cluster rated thehbgioural consequences and inconvenience
impacts similarly to the avoiders, theytad the personal frustration impacts much
lower. They also recognised many more of the positive impacts such as
entertainment opportunities, more visitdosthe community and increased trade at

much higher levels of positive impact than did the avoiders.

This leaves the tolerators and the attendesethe two most similar clusters in terms

of their perceptions of impacts. These two clusters sit in between the positive and
negative extremes of the volunteers and @@ respectively, and show more of a
balance on their perceptionsdaratings of positive and negea impacts. Whilst the
tolerators and the attendees have almost identical numbers of impacts rated positively
and negatively, there are sligtifferences in the strergtof the ratings of these
impacts. The attendees tended to ratepthstive impacts slightly higher than the
tolerators; however these two clusters stathe view that more visitors to the
community, entertainment opportunities andreased trade were the most positive
impacts resulting from a festival. In the majority of cases, the attendees also tended
to rate the negative impacts higher than the tolerators; however both clusters rated
delinquent behaviour and underage drinkinghes greatest netjge impacts of the

festival.

Post Hoc Multiple Comparisons

Following ANOVA testing, Tukey’s post hocdis were conducted to identify which
clusters were significantly different fromhatr clusters based on their perceptions of
the social impacts of community festivalg/hile post hoc tests were run on each of
the individual impact items, it was found thhe statisticdy significant differences

on the individual items making up a dimensgitowed some similarities. Therefore,

for ease of discussion, the individual impact items have been grouped into their
impact dimensions. Presented in append®&d$ are the post hoc test results for
each individual impact item, grouped by dimension. Appendix 9 contains the post-
hoc results for each impact making up theonvenience dimension; appendix 10
presents the post-hoc results for eachachpnaking up the community identity and

cohesion dimension, and so on for eachthaf remaining dimensions of personal
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frustration (appendix 11), entertainnbesnd socialisatioropportunities (appendix
12), community growth and developmdappendix 13), behavioural consequences
(appendix 14), and miscellaneous impacppéndix 15). The significant differences
between the clusters will nobe discussed for each of the dimensions in turn.

Inconvenience

Statistically significant diffeences were identified between the avoiders and the
tolerators, attendeesnd volunteers clusters in réta to inconvenience impacts.

The post hoc tests show that the avoideetd strongly negative perceptions of
traffic, parking issues, noidevels, crowding in local factiies, crowded streets, litter

and road closures. These strong negatiegvs are significantly different to the
small negative, or sometimes small positive views held by the tolerators, attendees

and volunteers clusters in refatito inconvenience impacts.

Community Identity and Cohesion

The avoiders displayed a statistically sfgraint difference from all other clusters on
the range of community identity and cohesion impacts. While the tolerators,
economically connected, attendees awmolunteers perceived the impacts on
community identity and cohesion, includinmgreased pride in the town, community
ownership of the festival and togethess within the community, as positive

impacts, the avoiders percei/these to be negative.

Personal Frustration

In identifying statistically significant differences between the clusters based on
personal frustration impacts, it is agdire avoiders cluster which is significantly
different from a range of ber clusters. The avoide have strong negative
perceptions of the personal frustration aofs, whereas the remaining four clusters

have given only small negative or neutral impact ratings.

Entertainment and Socialisation Opportunities

The avoiders were found to be statistically significantly different from every other
cluster in terms of their perceptions of the entertainment and socialisation
opportunities. For each impact, the avoidease given small negative, neutral or
small positive ratings in comparison to the large positive impact ratings given by all

other clusters.
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The post hoc tests also indicate thtae economically connected cluster is
statistically significantly dferent from the attendeeand volunteers regarding
entertainment and socialisation opportigs. Although the emomically connected
cluster was positive, they were much less positive than the attendees and volunteers

who gave the largest positive ratings for these impacts.

Community Growth and Development

The avoiders display a stdteally significant differencdrom all other clusters on
the range of community growth and devel@mhimpacts. Where all other clusters
have given strong positive impact ratingspecially the volueers, the avoiders

have given negative, neutral or only small positive ratings.

A further source of statisally significant differences exists between the
economically connected clustend the volunteers relatéal community growth and
development impacts. Although the econcatly connected cluster perceived these
impacts to be positive, their rating is flogvest compared to the volunteers who have
the highest positive ratings.

Behavioural Consequences

Regarding behavioural consequences, the avoiders are significantly different from
the tolerators and volunteers clusters. Pbst hoc tests indicate that the avoiders
perceived much greater levels of negatimpact from the behavioural consequences
such as vandalism and delinquent behavithan did either the tolerators or

volunteers who assigned small niagaimpact ratings.

Miscellaneous Impacts

Statistically significant differences can Imentified between the avoiders and all
other clusters in relation to the miscellans impacts of increased trade and a larger
range of goods and services availablEor increased tradeyhilst the avoiders
perceived this as a very shnpositive impact, all other clusters have provided large
positive ratings. Related to having a largange of goods and services available,
only the avoiders perceived this to be a mtiegawith all other clusters rating this as
a positive impact.
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Tukey’s post hoc tests further indicated istatally significantdifferences between

the avoiders and the toleragp attendees and volunteénsrelation to the level of

police presence and increased crime. Regarding whether there were adequate levels
of police presence, the avordesmall negative rating isignificantly different from

the positive ratings given bydholerators, attendees awnolunteers. For increased
crime, whilst all the clusters perceived thés be a negative impact, the avoiders

provided a much higher negative rating titiae tolerators, attends and volunteers.

In summary, this discussion has highlightelich clusters are different from other
clusters on their perceptions of the sbdmpacts, grouped under the six impact
dimensions. Across each of the dimensiahs,avoiders were most often different
from the tolerators, attendees and vobems and, at times, the economically
connected cluster too. Theaders held the most neigge perceptions of impacts
across the dimensions, while the tolergtattendees and volunteers held the more
positive perceptions and ratings of impacts. The economically connected cluster was
typically less negative thathe avoiders, but less positive than the tolerators,

attendees and volunteers.

4.8 Summary

This chapter has presented a combinatbmoth qualitative ad quantitative data
gathered through the residenperceptions guestionnairelated to answering the
overall research question ‘what is the social impact of festivals on communities?’.
More specifically, this chapter has addresaenumber of subuestions, providing a
discussion of the underlying dimension$ the social impacts of community
festivals; a host community’s expectatiomsl goerceptions of theocial impacts of a
festival; the distinct subgroups withim community who felt differently about a
festival; and the different perceptionssaicial impacts held by these subgroups.

Factor analysis identified inconveniencemmunity identity and cohesion, personal
frustration, entertainment and socialisa opportunities, community growth and
development, and behavioural consequences as the six underlying dimensions of the
social impacts of community festivals. The qualitative da on residents’

expectations of social impacserved to support these six dimensions, showing that
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all the impacts which respondents listed ungsted fit into these previously defined
dimensions. This expectations data furthevided a set addditional ‘community-
identified’” impacts, which help to expand the inventory of positive and negative

social impacts resulting from community festivals.

Residents’ perceptions of the social impaxftsheir festival were examined for both
Hadley and Rockford individually. Té showed the impacts which residents
perceived to have occurred as a result of their festival and also the impacts which
they perceived not to have occurred. Thageacts were then rated as either positive

or negative in nature along the -5 to #Bale. A comparison of residents’
perceptions of the social impacts across tivo communities revealed that whilst
respondents in both Hadley and Rockford perceived the occurrence of certain
impacts differently, they were quite similartimeir ratings of these impacts as either
positive or negative in nature. The qudiita responses again provided additional
support for, and aided in the interpretation of the quantitative data. The open-ended
guestions allowed respondents to expregadaified perception response, in which a
number of exceptions and justificationsre/g@rovided in addition to their responses

on whether an impact occurred or not. Ehgaalifications helped to further explain
residents’ perceptions of the positivadanegative social impacts of community

festivals.

A cluster analysis identéd the tolerators, econoaailly connected, attendees,
avoiders and volunteers as five tiist community subgroups who each felt
differently about a festival. These clusters are distinoh a range of demographic

and behavioural variables, and each held different perceptions of the social impacts
of community festivals. The avoiders are the most negative in their perceptions of
impacts and the volunteers are the most positive. In between, towards the negative
end of the scale is the economically conedatluster, who aress negative than the
avoiders, given that they recognised some of the positive impacts too. The attendees
and tolerators clusters are tusimilar in thei perceptions in that they recognised
both the positive and negative impacts. The positives were rated quite highly,
although not as high as the volunteers h&edréhem, while the negatives were rated
relatively low compared to the economlgakconnected and avoiders clusters’

ratings.
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Chapter 5 will now present a discussion of these results in relation to how they

answer the key research questions of the study.
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CHAPTER §:

DISCUSSION

5.1 Introduction

This chapter will discuss the results, preedmreviously in chapr 4, in relation to

how they answer the key research questions outlined below:

1. What are the underlying dimensions tfe social impacts of community
festivals?

2. What are a host community’s expectati@amsl perceptions of the social impacts
of a festival?

3. Are there distinct subgroups within @mmmunity who differ in their feelings
towards a festival?

4. Do these subgroups hold differing peptions of the smal impacts of
community festivals?

5. Can the SIP scale be used to measurdents’ perceptions dhe social impacts

of community festivals?

The first section presents discussion tbé findings related to identifying the
underlying dimensions of the social impadf community festivals. Second, this
chapter examines the key findings on a host community’'s expectations and
perceptions of the social impacts offestival. Third, the findings on distinct
subgroups within a community are discussat] fourth, this chapter considers the
findings on whether these subgroups hold difiigg perceptions of the social impacts

of community festivals. Finally, this chisp discusses the SIP scale as a tool to
measure residents’ perceptions of thei@ampacts of community festivals.
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5.2What are the underlying dimensions of the social
impacts of community festivals?

This research aimed to understand the social impact of festivals on communities and,
in doing so, sought to identify the underlgiset of dimensions which summarise the
social impacts of community festivalsFactor analysis identified six underlying
dimensions of the social impacts of coomity festivals: inconvenience, community
identity and cohesion, personal fruswai entertainment and socialisation
opportunities, community growth and dem@inent, and behavioural consequences,

as presented in section 4.4.

These six factors have been comparethéfactors identified by Delamere (2001)
and Fredline et al. (2003), given that eadhthese studies was also on the social
impacts of festivals and/or events. Tée®mparisons are presented in table 44 and
the similarities between the identified faxd are discussed below. Column one lists
the six factors identified in the current @asch. For each of these factors, column
two lists the factors identified in previous research by Delamere (2001) and Fredline

et al. (2003) which exhibgome similarities.

Table 44: Factor Comparisons

FACTOR SIMILAR FACTORS IN PREVIOUS STUDIES

L

Social costs (Delamere, 2000pncerns about justice an

Inconvenience inconvenience (Fréae et al., 2003)

Community identity

and cohesion Community benefits (Delamere, 2001)

Personal frustration Social costs (Delamere, 2001)

Entertainment and
socialisation
opportunities

Social and economic development benefits (Fredline et/ al.,
2003)

Community growth

and development Individual benefits (Delamere, 2001)

Behavioural Impacts on behaviour and ersmment (Fredline et al.,
consequences 2003)
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Factor 1, ‘inconvenience’, represents iksues that arise from the hosting of a
festival which serve to inconvenience members of the local population. Local
residents experience this inconvenience wliegy face increased traffic, road
closures and redirections. They also epee it when they have difficulty finding

a car park and when their footpaths, shapd facilities are crowded. The idea of a

set of impacts resulting from a festiwahich inconveniences local residents is not
new. This factor has similarities with Delamere’s (2001) ‘social costs’ factor and
Fredline et al.’s (2003) factor termed ‘cenas about justice and inconvenience’.
Each of these factors also recognises ittt®nvenience that residents experience
caused by issues such as overcrowding, traffic, litter and noise, which arise as a

result of hosting a festival.

Factor 2, ‘community identity and cohesi, represents a combination of outcomes
of the festival which have an impact on the sense of community identity and
cohesion felt by community members. By hosting the festival, the community is able
to show others how it is unique and spea@al] the festival assists the community to
develop an image to encourage tourisnthe region. Where community members
feel a sense of ownership and pridethie festival, the successful hosting of the
festival can lead to increased feelinglscommunity togetherness and a sense of
identity. This idea is reflected in Detere’s (2001) social benefits sub-factor
‘community benefits’, which comprisegems related to community image and

identity.

The third factor, ‘personal frtration’, explains the frustten felt by residents as a
result of having more visitors in theirmonunity, and their feeling of taking second
place to these visitors. This is what causesal residents to avdithe attractions at
the festival, since they feel the attracti@me catering mostly to the visitor anyway.
Residents also become frustrated becalsedheryday routines are disrupted by the
presence and activities ofsitiors in their community. Delamere’s (2001) factor
termed ‘social costs’ is similar to the persidinastration factor in that it also reflects
the disruption and intrusion into the liveslo€al residents caused by the presence of

increased visitors.
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Factor 4, ‘entertainmenind socialisation opportunitiesgentifies the opportunities

for entertainment and socialisation gadnby residents as a result of hosting a
festival. These opportunities include oy meeting new people and interacting on

a social level, but also having opportursti®r interacting andgharing experiences
with family members and being able to host family and friends during the festival.
There are similarities between the ‘etd@rment and socialisation opportunities’
factor and the social items contained irdiime et al.’s (2003%social and economic
development benefits’ factor, includingneeting new people, having increased
entertainment opportunities, and a chance to have fun with friends and family.

The fifth factor, ‘community growth andievelopment’, summarises the opportunities
provided to the community for its growtdnd development that occur as a direct
result of staging a festival. Comnityn members who are involved with the
organisation and staging of the festiwak able to develop new skills, and many
locals have the opportunity tisplay their musical talestat the festival. Other
members of the community may benefit frgmb opportunities arising as a result of
the increased business generated by thevééssuch as additional staff needed in
local restaurants and cafés, retail shaps @accommodation providers. As a whole,
the community can grow and develop litd®y encouraging community groups to
work together to stage the festivaldataking advantage of fundraising opportunities
arising out of the festival. There is a small similarity between factor 5, ‘community
growth and development’, and what Dekre (2001) refers to as ‘individual
benefits’. This is the second of Delams social benefits sub-factors, which
identifies the opportunities for communityembers to learn and develop new skills
and talents as a result ofestival. Whilst similar impacts comprise the ‘community
growth and development’ factor, thigactor encompasses not only the skill
development of individual community membgbut also views this as contributing

to the overall development and growth of the wider community.

Factor 6, ‘behavioural consequenceecognises the issuesuch as underage
drinking, delinquent behawur and vandalism peregid as the behavioural
consequences which can occur at a festivdhis factor exhibits a likeness to
Fredline et al.’s (2003) ‘impacts on behavia@md environment’ factor, which also
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comprises items related to excessivinking and drug useowdy and delinquent

behaviour, and crime.

In all, the six factors identified in thisgearch exhibit greater similarities with the
factors proposed by Delamere (2001) arss ith the factors identified by Fredline
et al. (2003). One reason for this mayttat Delamere’s (2001) research focuses on
the social impacts of community-basedtifeds, whereas Fredline et al.’s (2003)
focus is on medium- to large-scale eventdree factors which have parallels only
with Delamere’s (2001) study are ‘coramity identity and cohesion’, ‘personal
frustration’ and ‘community growth andevelopment’. This finding suggests that
impacts are linked to the size of a festiaald that certain types of impacts are more

likely to result from community festivalaither than largesized events.

The sense of ‘community identity and cohesion’ is one of the categories of impacts
that are more likely to result from a smatimmunity festival. This is because there
are greater opportunigsefor the community to haveélings of ownership and pride
through their direct participation in the festiv This may not be the same for larger
sized events where the community is not as directly involved in the organisation and
delivery of the event. Similarly ‘community growth and development’ impacts, such
as skills development and fundraising opportunities for local community groups, may
not be found in larger events wherepeofessional event management team is
employed. Therefore, smaller festivathrough their volurdger and community
involvement, offer greater opportunities fengagement that result in enhanced
community identity, bonding of the monunity, and community growth and
development outcomes for members of i@l population. ‘Personal frustration’
may also be specific to community festivaddher than larger sized events, simply
because the festival takes place in a smédlgation over a short period of time, and

therefore creates more intense impacts.

Whilst the research suggests that ‘comityundentity and cohesion’, ‘personal
frustration’ and ‘community growth andevelopment’ are impacts that are more
likely to result from community festivals rather than larger sized events, there are
also some similarities in the types ofced impacts that maresult from events,

regardless of their size. These ud# the dimensions of ‘inconvenience’,
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‘entertainment and socialisation opporturstiand ‘behaviouratonsequences’ that
have parallels in Fredline at.’s (2003) research on medi- to large-sized events.
This suggests that certain impacts areiadly likely to result from an event,
regardless of its size. For example awent, by its very rtare, should provide
opportunities for entertament and socialisation. Also, asy event i&n occurrence
outside of the normal everyday activitiesthin a community, events are likely to
create some sort of inconvenience fommbers of the host population. Additionally,
an event of any size is capable ofngeting behavioural consequences where
participants engage imxcessive or underage daing, rowdy and delinquent

behaviour, and vandalism.

Aside from the differences in the size thfe events studied, one reason for the
variation in the results of these three studies/ be due to differences in the sets of
items measured. That is, the factors cary bel derived from, and be representative
of the initial set oftems from which they were esfrted (Edwards, 2005). So where
different studies use a different range iofpact items, in different contextual
settings, the resulting sociatpact dimensions are likely to differ for this reason.

5.2.1 Relationships between the Factors

In examining the correlations between each of the factors, a number of strong
relationships were found. Relationship®re found betweeinconvenience and
behavioural consequences; inconveoeenand personal frustration; community
identity and cohesion and entertainmemi gocialisation opparhities; and between
community identity and cohesion and coomty growth and development. These
findings suggest that the six factors do modist in isolation, but rather have

connections and relationships with each other.

The largest correlation was found betm inconvenience and behavioural
consequences (= 0.699,p <0.01). This relationshigan best be explained by
viewing behavioural consequences as legdo inconvenience being felt on the part
of local residents. Behavioural conseqeesnthat can result from a festival include

vandalism, underage drinkirgnd delinquent behaviourThe occurrence of these
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impacts can potentially lead srange of impacts including noise and litter, which

are perceived as an inconvenience by local residents.

It was also found that inconvenieniserelated to pemnal frustration ( = 0.527,p
<0.01). This relationship can be undecst by examining the items which make up
each factor. It is the presence of meigtors and the inconvenience impacts they
cause, such as increased traffic, pagkissues and crowding, which create the
feelings of personal frustration experiendsdresidents. Wheresidents cannot get

to their normal shops because of roadsuales, cannot park easily and encounter
crowds in the streets, they becomeomeenienced. One Rockford respondent noted
that“as a person who shops on a Saturday inigst inconvenierib have the streets
shut off and not be able to park near thes, to then have to carry large loads of
shopping”. When this inconvenience disruptsetmormal routines of residents,
personal frustration results. §éents may not be able to get to their Saturday sport
game easily, or hobby classes in the locdl have been cancelled as the hall is
being used as a festival venue. For example, in Rockfthre senior citizens rooms
had tent pegs up to the cement path at the entrance and we couldn’t have our art
class because of the festivaligity and having no place to park”’The frustration

felt by local residents continues to rise asitor numbers increasdt is often out of

this frustration that residentecide not to attend the fasl and avoid the attractions

at the festival. As one Hadley respondent commetfitieel,organisers need to look

at improving roads closed tihe festival and creating dexdited parking areas. This

will reduce people’s frustration”.

A large correlation between community idgnand cohesion and entertainment and
socialisation opportunitiesr (= 0.649, p <0.01) suggests that when people are
engaged in entertainment and sociafisiwith others, increased feelings of
community identity and cohesion can resufor example, by interacting with other
members of the community, meeting new peogt the festival or sharing family
experiences, residents are able to expee the entertainment and socialisation
opportunities provided by the festival. It lseir involvement with others in the
festival which helps develop a sense of community identity, as members of the
community come together to sharetive entertainment opportunities provided to

them by the festival.
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Community identity and cohesion exh# a large correlation with community
growth and development (0.633, p <0.01). Community identity and the sense of
ownership and pride that peegkeel about the festival céead to community growth

and development. Members of the community are able to develop new skills and
community groups can take advantage fufidraising opportunities, which help
further grow and develop the communityaashole. This relationship, however, can

be viewed as a cycle. Aene Hadley respondent commentédpmmunity
cohesiveness and our sense of belonging are reinforced when working together to
raise money for the primary school'That is, in the process of their involvement
with the festival, developing new skills and helping the wider community,
community members also achieve a heightened sense of identity and connectedness
to others.

The identification of the six factors ahconvenience, community identity and
cohesion, personal frustrationentertainment and socialisation opportunities,
community growth and development, ahdhavioural consequences, provide the
answer to the question, what are the undeglydimensions of the social impacts of
community festivals?. These six dimensi@esve to summarise the social impacts
of community festivals, and do not existigolation but rather are interrelated with

one another.

5.3What are a host commuty’s expectations and
perceptions of the sociaimpacts of a festival?

5.3.1 Residents’ Expectations of Social Impacts

Respondents in both Hadley and Rockford expected 30 positive social impacts to
result from their festival. However, irelation to expected negative impacts,
respondents in Rockford expected a mughkater number of negatives than did
respondents in Hadley. Hadley respondeexpected only 33 negative impacts

compared to the 41 negative impactpexted by respondents in Rockford.
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Overall there was a greater number ofjateve impacts expected than positive
impacts. One reason for this could be that negative impacts tend to be tangible,
while many positive impacts are intangibl&or example, negative social impacts
such as noise, litter, delinquent behaviand traffic represent visible impacts that
are on display for residents see and experience. lortrast, some of the positive
social impacts are less M, including community togkerness and an increased
pride in the town. Another reason maythat residents can recall more easily the
negative impacts of the festival, given theisible nature, wheas the less obvious
positive social impacts don’t come to mind as easily without prompting. However,
this does not mean that overall the feswakre not successfudr that the positive
impacts were outweighed by negative impacksis is explained in later discussion

of residents’ perceptions tifie social impacts.

Community-identified Impacts

The expectations data allowed an additional set of ‘community-identified’ impacts to
be identified, which can besed to supplement those iags already included in the
SIP scale. Some of the positive coomity-identified impacts which residents

anticipate and look forwari experiencing include

» positive impacts on the youth in the area
» bringing a small town alive
= encouraging interest in music and the development of music skKills,

particularly related to the youngmembers of the community.

These are some of the important impactg tiespondents in Hadley and Rockford
want their festivals to achieve. Fexample, many respondents mentioned the
importance of their festival in providirmgpsitive impacts for #town’s youth related

to providing ‘something for our youth to get involved infjiving youth“an outlet

for social interaction and enjoyment of the musical offeringsAs Hadley and
Rockford are both small communities, marespondents shared the view ttaatot

of our youth are reasonably sheltered framany things such as music, crowds, and
diverse people. For a shortrie, the festival opens theiresyto the big wide world”.
Respondents in both Hadlegnd Rockford also mentioned the importance of a

festival in providing“stimulation for local children with musical ambitions’and
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that it has“greatly increased interesin music in the schools” One Hadley
respondent commented that the festi\@lovides our youth with music interests
some exposure to what is happening ‘oar¢h This has impded on the interest

and musical talent of local school studentsRespondents also value the way in
which the festival*brings a small town to life’ As one respondent in Hadley
commented,the town overall has a vibrancyo it, and people who take time to
assess the town say they feel the place is ali¥es’ an observer at the Hadley Music
Festival, the researcher experienced tbdifg for herself. Having been in Hadley
prior to the festival, the change in atmosphere during the festival weekend was
evident. The town felt more alive, was buzzing with people and the atmosphere

was one of fun and celebration.

Interestingly, several of these impactsntfied by respondents are more about the
community benefits than the potential tiean or economic benefits a festival can
bring. This suggests that residents of small communities such as Hadley and
Rockford are interested in the potential sobmhefits that a féisal can create, such

as the impacts they can have on the townisth and their musical development, and

how a festival can bring a small community alive.

Negative impacts identified by the community include

= youth related impacts
* negative residents

* impacts on older residents of the community.

In both Hadley and Rockford, respondentere concerned about the negative
impacts the festival had on local youtBome respondents expressed concern at the
“number of young childrerbeing able to wander thstreets late at night” and
“teenagers in mass who are out for a good time and are not under the control of
elders”. In Rockford, respondents commented on ‘trewds of young people

hanging out in town, but seemiggiot interested in music”

Respondents in both Hadley and Rockfordcpered one of the negative impacts of
the festival to be resitds who voice their opinions aipst the festival. For

example, respondents in both communities noted“thate is always a group who
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don’t want anything to change”and that there aréresidents who will find

something to complain about in everything”

A negative impact that was specific to respondents in Rockford, related to the
impacts of the festival on older resmde within the community. Respondents
expressed concern over thisturbances caused to all residents within the Rockford
nursing home, which is very close to the music venu&thers recognised that the
festival is“a nuisance for the elderly’and thatfor the elderly residents living near

the venues, they find it a bit intimidating”

These negative impacts are issues that concern the communities of Hadley and
Rockford. Interestingly, these negatim@mmunity-identified impacts are also about

the direct effects of a festival on theopée living within thecommunity. That is,
residents recognise a number of impact tiegatively affect specific members of
their community, such as ydutand the elderly. This ggests that residents can
reflect on the ways in which their community and its members are differentially

affected by a festival.

Importantly, many of the above communitentified impacts & not identified in
the literature on the social pacts of events. This isecause these impacts are
context-specific to the particular commities being studied. This highlights the
need to always consider this aspect iturfe studies, by allowing the community its
own voice in identifying the rge of impacts they perceive a festival to have on
them.

It is important to note that the ‘commityridentified’ impacts were able to be
organised under the six dimemss of social impacts. Ehqualitative data therefore
supports the comprehensive nature of tkedsnensions of social impacts identified
through the factor analysis, given that #heected impacts that respondents listed

without prompting, fit into the previously defined dimensions.

5.3.2 Residents’ Perceptions of Social Impacts

In answering the question, ‘what are the host community’s perceptions of the social

impacts of their festival?’, section 5.3wll provide discussion under seven main
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areas. First, the perceptions of impaotwrence in both Hadley and Rockford are
discussed, outlining which social impact dimensions were perceived to have occurred
or not. Second, the impacts perceived hawing positive effects on the host
communities are discussed, and third, iimpacts perceived as having negative
effects on the host communities are discussed. Fourth is a discussion of the
variations in these percepns, explaining how an inggt perceived as negative by
one person may be perceived positively hgther. Fifth, respondents rating of the
non-occurrence of certain impacts is examdin8ixth is the presentation of a number

of qualifications used by ref@nts to justify their percepins of the impacts. Finally,

the extrinsic event factonstroduced in section 2.4.1 are used to explain why the

perceptions of impacts differed betweaespondents in Hadley and Rockford.

Perceptions of Impact Occurrence

In Hadley, a large majority of respondgrmgerceived impacts in the inconvenience,
community identity and cohesion, entemtaent and socialisation opportunities, and
community growth and development dimems to have occurred. That is,
respondents shared similar perceptions efdbcurrence of thesmpacts as a result

of their festival.

Conversely respondents in Hagldisagreed on the oacence of impacts in the
personal frustration and behaural consequences dimémss, which implies that
these impacts were perceived differertly different members of the community.
For example, respondents disagreed on whetheot the festival led to a disruption
in the normal routines of local resident$hey also disagreed on whether underage
drinking, delinquent behaviouand vandalism occurred. It seems that what
represents a disruption to one person matybe considered a disruption by another
and, moreover, that there are some typesnpfcts from which local residents are
sheltered. As an observer at the fesfivla¢ researcher saw underage drinking and
rowdy behaviour occurring. However thigs later in the evening, and anyone who
attended the festival only during the dapy have been unaware that these impacts
were in fact taking place. Respondents/riieerefore have felt #t they lacked the
necessary knowledge or understanding meguito judge the occurrence of these

impacts.
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In Rockford, a large majority of respondemerceived impacts in the inconvenience,
personal frustration, entertainment andialisation opportunities, and behavioural
consequences dimensions to have oecurr However, respondents in Rockford
expressed disagreement on impact occurrence in the community identity and
cohesion, and community growth and depenent dimensions, suggesting that
different members of the community pereeithese types of impacts differently.
Community identity and cohesion impautsre perceived differently by respondents
based on how involved they were with flestival. For example, someone involved
in the organisation and running of thetfesl was more likely to perceive these
impacts to have occurred, whereas somewine was not involvedavith the festival
was less likely to perceive that the imgaotcurred. Similarly with the community
growth and development impacts, thossidents who were more closely involved
with the festival perceived the impaatincreased job opportunities, development

of new skills and fundraising opportunities to have occurred.

The following two sections will discuss which impact dimensions are perceived
positively, and which are perceived negatively by residents in both Hadley and
Rockford.

Perceived Positive Impacts

In both Hadley and Rockfd, the greatest positive impacts occurred in the
community identity and cohesion, community growth and development, and
entertainment and socialisation opporti@si dimensions. For each of these
dimensions, the results shotvat Hadley respondents rpeived higher levels of
positive impacts and Rockford respondemterceived lower levels of positive

impacts.

Respondents in both Hadley and Rockford rated impacts in the community identity
and cohesion dimension as the most positieaitts resulting from their festival. In
particular, the impacts related to an enhanced community identity; creation of an
image which encourages tourism to the region; a sense of community ownership of
the festival; and the increaspdde felt by local residents in the town were assigned
the highest positive ratings. The highedtngs given to community identity and

cohesion impacts can be attributed to twasons. First, the festivals are organised
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and run by the host community using lbgalunteers and organising committees,
and second, both festivals originated outh®d community to reflect and celebrate
valued aspects of their way of life.For these reasons, the festivals provide
opportunities for bringing together membe@fsthe community to work towards a
common goal. In achieving this goal, astdging a successful community festival,
individual members of the community are atideel proud of their efforts, and may

benefit from an increasedrse of identity.

In both Hadley and Rockford the local communities perceived the entertainment and
socialisation opportunitieso be a positive outcome of hosting a festival. The
impacts in the entertainment and socatl@n opportunities dinension assigned the
highest positive ratings include having more visitors in the community; the
opportunity to host family and friends froout of town; and opportunities for social
interaction with other members of thenwmunity. This is an indication that
members of the local community valtiee increased entarhment opportunities
offered to them as a result of the festival taking place in their community. As one
Hadley respondent notetkhe festival is a social eent that brings some much-
needed activity and entertainment thaw is mostly a very boring place!” The
festival not only brings more visitors town, allowing them opportunities to meet
new people and partake in social interacsi, but the festival provides a reason for
family and friends from out of town to o@ and stay with them. In Rockford, one
respondent commented th@ver since the music fegal started we have had
friends from Melbourne and as far as Sydney come and stay with us for the weekend.
It's been a good opportunity forragular annual catch-up with friends”

In the community growth and development dimension, Hadley and Rockford
respondents assigned the highest positatengs to the fundraising opportunities
provided to local community groups and tleatnmunity groups worked together to
achieve the goals of the festival. Respondents in both communities perceived that
fundraising opportunities were an importanttcome of the festival. For example
Rockford respondents perceived thetifeal as providing opportunities féservice

clubs to participate and rfee funds for good causesand specifically for
“organisations and clubs to raise mey from people outside the immediate

community”. In Hadley, one resident commented thmabney raised by selling hot
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dogs at the Hadley Music Festival has allowes to put a newoof on our Masonic
Lodge”. Respondents believed it was a positiwgcome that the festivals bring
together diverse groups tife community. In Hadleypeople are brought together
to work towards a common goal, all dehalf of theirespective clubs” Similarly,

in Rockford,“collaboration between the variousommunity volunteer groups helps

deliver a great musical and social event”

Perceived Negative Impacts

It was found that respondents in bothdiy and Rockford tad impacts in the
behavioural consequences, personal frustraind inconvenience dimensions as the
most negative. For each of these thdgmensions, the resultshow that Hadley
respondents perceived lower levels of negaimpacts resulting from their festival

while Rockford respondents perceivi@gher levels of negative impacts.

Within the behavioural consequencesnénsion, the impacts related to underage
drinking and vandalism were assigned Lighest negative ratings, particularly by
respondents in Rockford. These ratiags confirmed by the open-ended comments
provided by respondents in the residep&y'ceptions questionnaire, as well as the
researcher's own observations at eachth# festivals. A Rockford respondent
commented thatthere was a very ugly side to tliestival in 2004. Several people
(visitors) asked if it was always this Bad As an observer at the festival, the
researcher viewed this ‘ugly side’ finend. Underage drinking was a visible
problem on the streets, with marpouths who were clearly underage openly
consuming alcohol. Other groups of youtnsre hanging around in the main street,
their presence creating a threatening atmosphere for others. One reason given by
respondents for this increased incidenof underage dmking and delinquent
behaviour was the timing of the festival to coincide with Schoolies Week, the end of
year celebration foschool-leavers.“The 2004 Schoolies Week coincided with the
festival. These two events at the same time are not helpfuidther respondent
commented that many of these youths did not even attend the feStvdiold a
festival like this which cobides with Schoolies Week is afik  Of course there will

be trouble with drunken youths using theifedtas a binge party, whilst not actually
paying for a ticket or attending any of the music tent¥herefore many of these

youths were not actually withithe festival precinct, butither were oubhaving their
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own parties in the main street andrailghout the town. This is where the
behavioural consequences including underage drinking, and rowdy and delinquent
behaviour were observed by the researcher, not within the festival precinct itself.
However, these impacts can be sasibeing induced by the festival.

Of particular concern to spondents in the personal frustration dimension was the
frustration caused by the increasnumber of visitors itown, and that the festival
served to disrupt their everyday routines. For example, in Rockford, where access to
the public boat ramp is cut off for alstothe entire weekend, several respondents
commented that this interfes with their normal weeke activities. One respondent
explained how the closing of the boat rartipterferes with both of my main
recreational pursuits - fishing and diving’Having their normal routines disrupted
appears to be an issue of concern ® ¢ommunity, and as such, the organisers
should try to minimise such negative immaathere possible. For example, efforts
towards minimising unwanted restrictionsthe daily activitiesof residents should

be undertaken, to ensure that localsthim reason, can cdnue to access local
facilities which they use gsart of their everyday life.

The inconvenience impacts related to roazsugtes and redirections, increased litter,
and difficulty finding car peking were assigned thkighest negative ratings by
respondents in both Hadley and Rockfofdhese types of inconvenience impacts are
referred to in the literature as those coomhy resulting from the hosting of a festival
(Dwyer et al., 2000; Dimmock & Tiyce2001; Allen et al., 2005; Kim & Petrick,
2005). Having road closures and redirections in place seéovesause physical
inconvenience to locals who cannot drive into town amlusThese were in place in
both festivals, to allow for the main streeto® closed off, acting as the venue for the
street parties. Related to these roadwles locals then faced greater difficulty in
gaining car parking, given that some oé tharking spaces within the main street
were blocked off. This sentimentas expressed by many respondents in both
Hadley and Rockford, who commented tHetadley was too congested to drive,
park or shop on festival weekend”, and that “it was necessary to avoid going into
Rockford to do any shopping because th&es no parking available close to the
shops”. Even many of those people not partatipg in the festival, and trying to

avoid it, were still faced with certaindanveniences. For example, one respondent
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in Rockford commented th&although | did not attend, had to drive my daughter

to work and had to detour. There weaffic and the trip was much slower”

The inconvenience caused by road closaed difficulties fnding car parking are
issues that concern a certain prommrtiof the host community. For some
respondents, such as the elderly or peojitle limited mobility, these impacts would

have been more than an inconveniencd-estival organisers could consider
developing strategies to minimise the&onvenience to these groups. For example,
volunteers could be recruitéd assist elderly members of the community to do their
shopping. Such action on the part of the organisers would serve to alleviate some of
the inconvenience to partilarly affected groups othe community, and would
demonstrate the organisers’ concern tbe impacts a festival has on its host

community.

Variations in Perceptions and Dual Dimensions

This research has found that not all aofs are perceived in the same way by all
residents within a community. This idea aligns with a social-constructionist
framework, which acknowledges that perceptions of reality are constructed by
individuals, and thus there may be multipealities within any one social setting
(Denzin & Lincoln, 1998; Jennings, 200deuman, 2006; Walliman, 2006). In this
research, it was found that an impactceéved as negative by one person may be
perceived positively by another. This is evidenced by the item ‘more visitors to the
community’, which was perceived by difemt respondents as both a positive and a
negative impact. Some residents perceived positive outcomes from having more
visitors to the communityrelated to the opportunity for entertainment and
socialisation, while others perceived negatoutcomes, relatei the disruption to
their everyday lives. Another item thats perceived as having both a positive and
negative impact was ‘impacts on local #ad Those who saw this as a positive
social impact made reference to tiecteased business for local shbpsid how the
festival “promotes higher trading levels for thearious businesses in the town to
help them remain viable” Other respondents saw this as a negative impact, referring
to “outside food vans which take bosss away fromthe local shops”and
recognising thatsome businesses actually logsade due to the road closure™This

supports the findings of Small and Edwa(@8603) who argue that agreement is not
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always reached with respect to the natafampacts on residents. This lack of
agreement suggests that it is importantaike care when making statements about
the social impacts arising from festivals,pepple’s perceptionsf those impacts can
differ (Small et al., 2005). That is, careosild be taken to not label certain impacts

as positive and others as negative, asdbuld differ for different people.

As an extension of this, different members of a community can perceive the same
impact as both a positive and a negative, then we have to allow for the existence of
‘dual dimensions’. That is, within any tife six social impact dimensions, there may

be certain impacts which contribute postiv to that dimension, but also other
impacts which contribute negatively. Téestence of dual dimensions was found in
the community identity and cohesion, community growth and development and
entertainment and socialisation opportusit®@mensions. For example, within the
community identity and cohesion dimemsj impacts that contribute positively
include a sense of community ownership dinel pride that residents take in their
festival. However, impacts that negatively affect community identity and cohesion
include having residents who are negative about the festival, the perception of
inappropriate festival sponsors, and a gahdissatisfaction with the organisation of

the festival. These are impacts which detrfrom the feelings of identity and
connectedness that a community can experiaa@result of hosting a festival. This
finding reinforces the appropriateness of tadtelling the six dimensions as either

positive or negative in nature.

Non-occurrence Impact Ratings

A number of impacts within the inconvenice, personal frustration and behavioural
consequences dimensions that were perceived not to have dcsuke as difficulty
finding car parking, disruption to the norhrautines of locals, underage drinking
and vandalism, were assigned either a very small positive impact or neutral/no

impact rating. Hence, respomde felt that their not occung was a positive impact.

However, other impacts perceived not kave occurred, particularly in the
community identity and cohesion, entemtaent and socialisation opportunities, and
community growth and development dimensions, were rated as negative impacts,

illustrating that these are impacts thaspendents would like to see occur.
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Respondents in both Hadley and Rockford rated non-occurrence of these impacts as
negative, with ratings ranging from vergmall to moderate negative impacts
throughout all categories. &u impacts that respondenteel are important, and
which they value and @k forward to, include:

» increased entertainment opportunities for the local community

= opportunities for social interaction witither members of the community
= the festival providing pportunities for shared family experiences

= enhanced community identity

= creating an image which encourages tourism to the region

= community groups working togetherachieve the goals of the festival.

Also of interest is that some responte rated the non-occurrence of certain
inconvenience impacts as a negative impact. In Hadley, respondents who disagreed
that there was increased traffic saw this as havingra small negative impactin
Rockford, respondents who disagreed tbatl shops and facilities were crowded
rated this as amall negative impactaind those who didn’t think the footpaths and
streets were crowded rated thiseay small negative impactTherefore, in contrast

to what is argued in the literature, impacts such as crowding and traffic congestion
are not always perceived to be negativpants by a host communit In this study,
residents were unhappy to selck of crowding and congion, since it represented

a lack of ‘busy-ness’ in their community, possiblgrsfying a lack of success of
their festival. Wanting their streets to im@re crowded illustrateresidents’ support

for the festival and the pestved benefits it can provid® their community. This
finding is also supported by the idea of théeing multiple constructed realities, as
suggested by a social-constructionist framework (Jennings, 2001; Neuman, 2006;
Walliman, 2006). That is, there amaultiple interpretations othe social impacts

arising from a festival, as different peephterpret impacts in different ways.

The findings of this research regarding ramcurrence impact ratings suggest that it
is just as important to understand the petioep of impacts that have occurred as
those that haven’t occurredBy allowing respondents tate both impact occurrence

and non-occurrence, the SlIPakr serves to deliver more detailed information

regarding residents' perceptioofssocial impacts. Valudd information such as the
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types of impacts that respondents feel angoirtant, and that they want to occur as a
result of their festival, can be gaineddhgh the analysis of non-impact occurrence
ratings. For example, it is important for evenganisers to know that local residents
want a festival to provide opportunities fenared family experiences, and that they
see this not occurring as a negative aspttie festival. Thus these non-occurrence
ratings can provide additional insights inttee impacts that resident’s value as a
result of a festival, and which can thustbegeted by event organisers in the future

delivery of the festival.

Qualified Responses

Through the open-ended questions, it i@snd that many respondents chose to
qualify or justify ther response in some way. Respamdeused these qualifications

to help further explain their perceptions of the positive and negative social impacts of
community festivals. For several of thesitive impacts, respondents not only stated
that they perceived the impact to have oced, but also that it had occurred at such

a level which“exceeded their expectations” Other respondents stated that whilst
some positive impacts were perceived to have occurred, they occurred at levels that
were“not as high as the town hoped"These qualifications aruseful in reinforcing
iIssues of concern the host community and, in partian) the impactghey hope will

result from their festival.

In response to a number of perceivadonvenience impactscluding increased
noise levels, increased traffidifficulty finding car parkag and road closures, many
respondents stated that the impdetere minimal”, “were under control” or “can

be tolerated” Again, the findings support the idea that local communities are often
prepared to put up with temporary amvenience and disruption given the other
positive benefits that they are likely tacedve (Small & Edwards, 2003). Therefore

it may be that whilst residents recognitbat these negative social impacts occur,
some residents are willing to tolerate rniegaimpacts where they see them as being
necessary to realise positive outcomesttier community as a whole, or where they

perceive there to be strgtes in place to deal witthose negative impacts.

Where impacts such as underage drinkang delinquent behaviour were perceived

to have occurred, respondents felt they wererse than expected’and that they
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had a“significant effect on them” These qualifications stand in contrast to those
given above in relation to a number of inconvenience impacts. This suggests that
residents’ willingness to talate negative impacts will depe on the type of impact

that is occurring. That isyhilst residents may be preparedtolerate inconvenience
impacts such as traffic and parking diffibes, they are less willing to tolerate
behavioural consequences such as rtage drinking and delinquent behaviour

because these impacts diminish pesitransactions in the community.

Extrinsic Factors Affecting Residents' Perceptions of Impacts

The previous discussion examined residemerceptions of ipacts, identifying
which dimensions were perceived to create the greatest positive impacts and which
resulted in negative impacts. The feliog discussion uses the extrinsic event
variables outlined in section 2.4.1 to explain the differences in the perceptions of
impacts between the Hadley and Rockfeespondents. Thextrinsic variables
including the age of an event, its thenrel spatial concentration are used to help
explain why Hadley respondents considiengerceived higher levels of positive
impacts and Rockford respondents consistgmerceived higher levels of negative

impacts.

Age of Event

It has been suggested that over time, whaar event has been held for a number of
years, residents’ perceptions of impaaften become less ndgee (Fredline, 2000;
Fredline & Faulkner, 2000). Often this cée attributed to the ability of local
residents to adapt to an event or to $jngecept a certain levelf negative impacts
which they can tolerate for the period of the festival. In the case of the Hadley Music
Festival, after 14 years, thesfeval is well established ithe community. Due to past
experiences, many residents have adomedattitude which acknowledges that
although negative social impacts do octtive benefits far ouveigh the negatives”
Others recognised that it is only fione weekend in the year” Hadley residents
can also be seen to have adopted certain coping mechanisms sistiopsng
earlier in the week'to avoid needing to go intowm during the festival weekend or

“leaving town for the weekend”.
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Residents’ perceptions aghpacts may also become less negative over time because
of the increasing skills of festad organisers in minimieg a festival’'s negative
impacts. A number of Hadley m@sndents specifically commented on how the
organising committee has improved over thargen trying to address community
concerns. One respondent commented ‘tb@adcerns about street drinking being
addressed proved to me that the orgarmg committee realise the value and
importance of maintaining community suppdor the success of the festival”.
Another felt that‘the organising committee seems to have learnt from the previous
years those areas that were negative. eyl hlways try to improve and seem to have
become quite professional”.Thus over time festival management in Hadley has
improved and more importantly festival ongsers have demonstrated that they are
sensitive to community concerns and takesteplevelop strategies to address them.
This emphasises the positive outcomes that occur when an organising committee
learns from each successive festival aamkks genuine action to improve positive

outcomes for the community.

Event Theme

It has been suggested that where tremil for an event comes from within the
community, the community is more liketp embrace the event (Hall, 1989; Getz,
1991, Derrett, 2004). The themes for boté Hadley Music Festival and Rockford
Music Festival were developed in this way, with the idea for each festival stemming
from grassroots community interest, pregged by a strong community base which

formed the organising committeesddarge volunteer contingent.

However a number of respondents in Roolt expressed concern over the gradual
loss of community ownership of the festival. One respondent commenteiththat
the early years of the festival, it wasuch smaller and | believe a far more
community-orientated event” Another observed thdthere are a lot of unhappy
locals who are very disappointed in theywhe festival has gone over the past 8
years”. A number of respondents made gamcomments which express concern
that “the music festival has lost its way. It is no longer a community evenhltiis
loss of community orientation is perceivedo® related to the changing organisation
and management structure of the festiwahich is now at its greatest level of

professionalism. A number of residents haxpressed concerns that the increasing
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professionalism antbusiness-like operation’of the festival is taking away from the

community nature of the festival.

This supports the suggestion made by Gursbwl. (2004) that there needs to be
agreement between the organisers and the wider community as to the goals and
purpose of a festival. Without this, issumgse relating to # continuing level of
community support for the festival. In Rockford, the festival is developing in a way
that is in disharmony with certain sect®of the community. Questions are now
being asked as to whether the festival resa ‘community festival’, or whether it

is in fact a business. This perceivieds of community orieation is one factor

which may help to explain why resident® drecoming more critical of the festival

and the negative impacts that it congs to have on the host community.

One respondent commented that whiterémains a good idea to have a festival, it
needs to reassess its goals to come more into line with the resident community’s
values and aspiratiofis This issue needs to baddressed in order to ensure
continued support from the host commuynitHowever, should community support
continue to decline, then fewer peopldlWwecome involved irthe festival, and the
opportunities for social interacticand the building ofelationships will also decline.

This would likely have negative implicatis for community wellbeing and the level

of social capital within the community.

Spatial Concentration of the Event

Findings from this research partially suppitve argument that where event activities

are spread throughout a community, the aloonpacts are also spread over a wider
area (Fredline, 2000). In Hadley where #emues were spread throughout the main
street, both positive and negative impacts were spread throughout the area. For
example, groups of people moving throughrtieen street from one venue to another
created increased business for local traders located in the main street; however the
movement of people also created pewsbh$ with noise, litter, rowdiness and

delinquent behaviour.

In contrast, the findings do not fully supptre argument that where an event is held

in one confined area of the commuynithe impacts are also confined (Murphy,
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1985). In Rockford where the festival svgrimarily stagedwithin a separate
precinct, the crowds, noise and litter wemntained, to a certain extent, during the
time of the festival. However, when people left the precinct at the conclusion of the
festival, their noise and littevere spread throughout thewn as they made their
way home or back to theeccommodation. Converselgpportunities for local
businesses to benefit from the increasedetradre limited, as people didn’'t need to

leave the festival compound to purchase food and drink.

It is the way in which impacts such aswds, noise and litter are managed that
determines the amount of impact thiegve on the host community. In Hadley,
because the venues were spread througtimtmain street, the security, police
presence and litter clean-updh& cover this wider arealso. This resulted in
residents being much less negative about ttygss of impacts, as they saw a strong
police presence and litter clean-up crewtli® venues and the main street. In
Rockford, whilst impacts such as underalgmking, litter and delinquent behaviour
were well controlled in the festival precinct, this did not seem to extend into the
remainder of the town. Many respondeekpressed a similar concern thahiie
rubbish was attended to within the confirefsthe event, the rest of the town and
parks were dreadfll From the researcher’'s own observations, within the festival
precinct there were visible clean-up crewscurity and police presence. However,
outside of the precinct, where there wergiceable occurrences of youth drinking
and other bad behaviour, teewas no visible police presence. The management of
impacts outside the festival precinct wasking in Rockford, which resulted in more
negative community perceptions. Residedbn’t see boundaries and distinctions,
but rather for them, the festival is ilh& community’ regardless of where it may be
physically located. Managing the impacts algsihe festival precinct then becomes
just as important as managing the impadtiw the precinct. Therefore, managed
poorly, confining a festival has the pot@h for more negave impacts than
spreading the festival throughout a community.

188



5.4 Are there distinct subgroupwithin a community who
differ in their feelings towards a festival?

Cluster analysis identified five commutyn subgroups who differ in their feelings
towards their festival. The clusters,nmed the tolerators, enomically connected,
attendees, avoiders and voleeits, as presented in 8en 4.7.2, were identified on

the basis of respondent demographics, intemedtinvolvement with the festival.

Cluster 1, the ‘tolerators’, are those mensbef a community who adopt an attitude

of tolerance to a festival taking place timeir community. The tolerators have a
relatively low connection with the festit Only a very small proportion of
tolerators volunteered for the festival, only a small number worked in tourism, and
no-one in this cluster undedk any paid work on the weekd of the festival. In
fact, the majority of this cluster didn’t even attend the festival. Regardless of this
low connection with the festival, the toleregare happy for it to take place in their
community. This attitude can be eapled by examining the key demographic
characteristics of the tolerators. Thaye the oldest clustewith 99.1% of its
members aged over 55 years, and 83.5% lefdtors are retice The tolerators
represent the older members of a camity, who although themselves are not
necessarily interested in attending theiv@$ nor do they benefit economically from

it, they do recognise thalhere are others in the comnity who enjoy and benefit
from the festival, and are therefore willing to tolerate it taking place in their
community. As one respondent commentide music is not for my taste, but |
appreciate that the festival provides gaeat deal of pleasure for the younger

generations”.

Cluster 2, the ‘economically connectedynsists of those members of a community
who work in tourism, and who undertook pawrk on the weekend of the festival.
Almost half of this cluster are selfiployed, and a sizeable proportion are employed
in service industry occupations. They d@nseen as those members of a community
who are more likely to gain economic benefits from the hosting of a festival. What is
interesting, however, is thenge of attitudes this group holds towards the festival.
There is a large percentagéavclaim to love the festivalind want it to continue, a

similar percentage who only toée the festival because thfe benefits it brings to
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the wider community, and a small percentade dislike the festival and would be
happier if it didn’t continue. Those wHove the festival may be those businesses
which benefit from the increased numbef visitors in town. A number of
respondents identified that the businesses benefiting most inclacszmmodation
providers, B&B'’s, and hotels”and“retail, coffee shops, and restaurants”Those

who dislike the festival magwn businesses that close dofer the festival weekend
knowing that trade will be minimal, or own a business whiattially loses trade

due to the road closures” This was the case in Rockford, where some businesses
located in the main street outside of thetiteal precinct had low levels of business.

Cluster 3, the ‘attendees’, are thosembers of the community who attend the
festival. Ninety-three percent of attendet®w an interest in the theme and are
happy that the festival takes place. Thedampgjority of attendees love the festival
and hope that it continues. However, outsifiéheir attendance, this cluster has the
lowest connection to tourism and the festival. The attendees consist of the smallest
percentage of people who volunteer for thstif@l and the smallest percentage of
people working in tourism. A small progimn of this cluster did undertake some
form of paid work during theveekend of the festival, attlderefore they have a small
economic connection. Regkess of low tourism rad volunteer connections, the
attendees have a strong linkthvihe festival through theparticipation. This high
level of participation can be expted by examining their key demographic
characteristics. This cluster represdhis youngest cluster, who are employed full
time and who earn the highest incomes. Tlimbination of vaables explains both
their low volunteer connection and high attance or participation connection.
Given that the attendees are predomilyaemployed in full-time positions, they
have little time to volunteer for the festival. While many people’s primary
motivation for volunteering is to receive a free ticket to the festival, this is not the
case for the attendees who are easilg &hafford festival tickets.

Cluster 4, the ‘avoiders’, are memberstloé community who adopt an attitude of
avoidance towards the festival. They des thy not attending the festival, staying
away from town during the festival cgdving town for the weekend. The avoiders
have a low volunteer and tasim employment connection tbe festival. Also, none

of the avoiders undertook any paid wook the weekend of the festival, and
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therefore have no direct economic benefitsbe gained. O&ll the clusters, the
avoiders consist of the largest percentafjgpeople who dislike the festival and
would be happier if it didn’t continue, en though the majority of avoiders are
interested in the theme. i# therefore the festival aswehole, rather than the theme
itself, with which they are unhappy. The al&is are made up of older residents of a
community, the majority agdoetween 55-64 and 65-74. Thae also, in large part,

the long-term residents whovlived in their community for over 41 years.

Cluster 5, the ‘volunteers’, are tle®mmunity members who volunteer for the
festival, which may include its orgaaition, set-up, running and shut-down.
Everyone in this cluster volunteered for tfestival at some point either before,
during or after the festival, with 91.6%aving volunteer involvement during the
festival weekend. The remainder of volunteeitber attended the festival or were
working. The majority of volunteers lowbe festival and hope that it continues,
while a smaller proportion tolaeathe festival beause of the wider benefits it brings
to the community. Therefore for some vokss, it may be their interest in the
theme which leads them to become involvéth the festival. However, for other
volunteers who show no interest in mudite festival itselfmay be secondary to
other motivations. Getz (1995) suggests thativations related to involvement in
the community, socialising and prestigare often of higher priority than
involvement in the event itself. Respondegmisvided some insight into these varied
motivations explaining that they volunté#o help out in some small waybecause
they “really enjoy the community work and get to meet many interesting people”
and because thégnjoy the personal challeng® do better than last year” This
cluster is demographically distinct from tb#hers in that its members range from 35-
64 years. Therefore one benefit gaitgdvolunteers may be the opportunity to mix
with various other members of theirmmmunity. One respondent commented that
the festival is‘a great age barrier breaker asolunteers are from all age groups
who get a chance to work togetherBy bringing togethepeople from diverse age
groups within the community, one outcome can be the development of bridging

social capital.

Similarities can be drawn between the fivastérs identified inthis study and those

proposed by Inbakaran and Jackson (2005a) in their study of residents' perceptions of
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the impacts of tourism in five tourist regions in Victoria, Australia. The
economically connected cluster has itnties with Inbakaran and Jackson’s
(2005a) ‘tourism industry connection’ clustarmich consists of those residents with
the highest occupational connection to thaism industry. The volunteers cluster is
similar to the ‘high tourism connection’udter identified by Inbakaran and Jackson
(2005a), which is made up of residentsonexhibit the highestolunteer connection
with the tourism industry. S8iilar to the tolerators clter that has a relatively low
connection with the festival is Inbakarand Jackson’s (2005a) ‘neutral tourism
development’ cluster. This cluster hi&i® lowest overall connection to tourism in
either volunteer or occupational terms. ndlly, the avoiders cluster is similar to
Inbakaran and Jackson’s (2005a) ‘low tourisomnection’ cluster. In the same way
in which the avoiders have a relatively lcannection with the festival and are quite
negative towards it, the ‘low tourism contien’ cluster also xhibits low volunteer
and occupational connections to the tsmr industry, in conjnction with negative
attitudes. There exists no match betwéled attendees cluster identified in this
research and any of Inbakaran and Jawlss(2005a) four clusts. The attendees
cluster is specifically related to peoplgdarticipation in a community festival, and
therefore has no direct paslllin a study of residentperceptions of tourism more

generally.

5.5Do these subgroups hold differing perceptions of the
social impacts of community festivals?

This research found that the tolerat@spnomically connected, attendees, avoiders
and volunteers do hold diffexy perceptions of the social impacts of community
festivals. These patterns were notyoelident on individual impact items, but
across the six impact dimensions of inconvenience, community identity and
cohesion, personal frustrationentertainment and socialisation opportunities,
community growth and development, andvé&oural consequences. The following
discussion presents the differences and similarities in the perceptions of impacts held
by the five clusters on the six social impact dimensions. Where the pattern of
responses between the clusters is similar for more than one impact dimension, this

discussion has been grouped.
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Social exchange theory is used to un@erd the different views held by each of
these five community subgroups. Social exale theory suggests that residents will
evaluate a festival as either positive or negative in terms of the expected benefits and
costs they will incur (Ap, 1992)If residents perceive thesalves to have benefited

from the exchange then they will likelhave positive perceptions; however if
negative impacts are perceived to outweigh the benefits, they will likely have

negative perceptions.

5.5.1 Inconvenience and Personal Frustration

Regarding inconvenience armkrsonal frustration impacts, it was found that the
avoiders are clearly differentiated frotime tolerators, attendees and volunteers on
their perceptions of impacts. The tokera, attendees and wwmiteers shared the
perception of several of thesepacts as positive in naturay, as only neutral or very

small negative impacts, while in cordgta the avoiders hdl strongly negative
perceptions of impacts in these dimensiofiierefore, in relation to inconvenience

and personal frustration impacts causedthy festival, the avoiders feel most
negatively affected. This represents example of social exchange theory as
residents determine the balance of positive and negative impacts affecting them. The
tolerators, attendees and voleaits perceive the negativepatts to be minimal, and

are willing to put up with them given la#r positive impacts they gain from the
festival. For example, the attendees receive entertainment benefits, the volunteers
gain positive outcomes from their involvememtthe festival, ad the tolerators are
happy to see the wider benefits accruinghi® community as a whole. In contrast,

the majority of avoiders who don't attencetfestival perceive these inconvenience
and personal frustration impacts as outweighing any other positive impacts.

The economically connected cluster shaimilar negative perceptions as the
avoiders on both the inconvenience and geakfrustration impacts, but they did not
rate the impacts as stronglyAlthough they have economigenefits to be gained

from the festival, the economically connettcluster still recognise the negative
impacts of the festival which serve itaconvenience them for the duration of the

festival weekend. Also, as they arerking during the festival, the economically
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connected do not have the same opportuniteenjoy the festival, and therefore do

not experience many of the positive aspects of the festival.

5.5.2 Behavioural Consequences

It was found that the avoiders hold dret perceptions to the tolerators and
volunteers in relation to the behaviourainsequences of a festival. The avoiders
perceive much higher levetd negative impact from ghbehavioural consequences
such as vandalism and delinquent behavithan do either the tolerators or
volunteers. The lower levetd impact assigned to bekaural consequences by the
tolerators and volunteers can be explained using sesighange theory, which
suggests that the tolerators and volunteers will tolerate arcéetal of negative
impacts because of the other positive benefits they experience. However the
avoiders who do not perceive themselvebdaoefit from any positive impacts of the
festival tend to perceive the negativesated to behavioural consequences as

outweighing any benefits, creatiag overall negative perception.

The avoiders hold similar perceptionstbe economically connected and attendees
clusters in relation to behavioural cengsiences, to which rfge negative impact
ratings were assigned. These high levels of negatives assigned by the economically
connected and attendees clusters can be explained by their greater involvement in the
festival, meaning that they are more likely to have firsthand experience with the
behavioural consequences of a festival. rkWf@ or participatingn a festival would

bring people into more direct contaetith underage drinkers and rowdy and
delinquent behaviour. Thiwould explain their more mative perceptions of the

behavioural consequencefa festival.

5.5.3 Community Identity and Cohesion, Entertainment and
Socialisation Opportunities, and Community Growth and
Development

The results suggest that for communidientity and cohesion, entertainment and
socialisation opportunities, and commungyowth and development impacts, the
avoiders hold significantly diffent perceptions afmpacts than every other cluster.
While the tolerators, economically conreitit attendees and volunteers perceive the
impacts on community identity and cohesaspositive, the avoiders have assigned
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negative ratings. As theluster with the greategtroportion of people who don’t
attend the festival, and who leave town tioee weekend, the aw®rs would not feel
the increased sense of community identitg @ohesion that other clusters gain as a
result of their involvement with the fiasal. Even more than not feeling this
increased sense of community identity, the avoidersanayally feel excluded from
their community. This would help to egph their negative impact ratings for items
such as a sense of community togetherr@samunity ownershipf the festival and

increased pride in the town.

Regarding the entertainment and socai® opportunities rad community growth

and development dimensions, wheree tholerators, economically connected,
attendees and volunteers have assigned strong positive impact ratings, the avoiders,
on average, assigned a neutral/no impact rathggin, by not attending the festival

or leaving town for the weekend, the avoidars not able to take advantage of the
entertainment and socialisation opportusitgrovided by the festival. Also, with

only very small proportions of avoidemolunteering for the festival, and none
undertaking any paid work, this clusterléss able to benefit from the community
growth and development impacts such gening new skills or increased job
opportunities. The avoiders can also dmen as self-excluay themselves from

many opportunities, choosing to leave tosvmot participate in the festival.

Although the economically connected clusggerceives community identity and
cohesion, entertainment asdcialisation oppounities, and community growth and
development impacts as positive in natureytare much less positive than the other
clusters, assigning the lowest positivdimgs. It seems that members of the
economically connected cluster, who spemakt of the festival weekend working, do

not have the same opportungtiéo experience these types of impacts as do other
clusters, particularly the attendees andumt#ers. Through their participation in the
festival, the attendees and volunteers are able to enjoy the entertainment and
socialisation benefits, and in different ways can gain an increased sense of identity
and connectedness with the community dunédr participation. This helps explain

the higher positive ratings by the attendees and volunteers and the lower positive
ratings given by the economically connected cluster.
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This discussion has demoratd that the five commiip subgroups hold different
perceptions of the social impacts of comityfestivals. Table 45 below represents
these perceptions, positioning the five clustelong a scale from the most negative
to the most positive perceptions on eatipact dimension. The avoiders are the
most negative cluster across the six dinems The economically connected cluster

is the second most negative, as they terrét¢ognise some ofélpositive impacts of

a festival. The volunteers tend to hold the most positive perceptions, except for the
behavioural consequences dimension, for witie tolerators arthe most positive.

The tolerators and attendees also hold strongly positive perceptions of the festival,

with only slightly lower ratngs than the volunteers.

Table 45: Perceptions of Social Impacts by Cluster

CLUSTERS
DIMENSION Most Negative Impact Rating Most Positive
Inconvenience Avoiders Economically Attendees Tolerators  Volunteers
Connected

Commumt.y Tdentity Avoiders Economically Tolerators Attendees  Volunteers
and Cohesion Connected
Personal. Avoiders Economically Tolerators Attendees  Volunteers
Frustration Connected
Entertainment and Economicall
Socialisation Avoiders y Tolerators Attendees  Volunteers

. Connected
Opportunities
Community Growth Avoiders Economically Tolerators Attendees  Volunteers
and Development Connected
Behavioural Avoiders Economically Attendees  Volunteers  Tolerators
Consequences Connected

By examining each cluster on the basis it perceptions of impacts, some

comparisons can be drawn between the élesters identified in this research and

the clusters identified in previous reseafDlavis et al., 19885chroeder, 1992; Ryan
& Montgomery, 1994; Madrigal, 1995; édline & Faulkner, 2000; Weaver &
Lawton, 2001; Williams & Lawson, 2001; Fredline & Faulkner, 2002a; Ryan &

Cooper, 2004).

The most significant ghelais that this study, like other
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segmentation studies, has idastiftwo extreme clustersene most negative cluster
and one most positive cluster, hergresented as the avoiders and volunteers
respectively. The avoiders have simti@s with the most negative clusters
identified in previous research, variously labelled the ‘haters’ (Davis et al., 1988;
Schroeder, 1992; Madrigal, 1995; Fredliad=aulkner, 2000), ‘smewhat irritated’
(Ryan & Montgomery, 1994), ‘cynic{Williams & Lawson, 2001), ‘opponents’
(Weaver & Lawton, 2001), ‘against toum$ (Ryan & Cooper, 2004) or ‘most
negative’ (Fredline & Faulkne002a) clusters. Whilst these clusters are named to
reflect their negative perceptions, the avosdauster is namelased on the feelings

its members have towards the festival. This is as a result of the difference in
clustering bases, as discussed in secidn?2. At the other extreme, this research
identified the volunteers as the cluster that holds the most positive perceptions of the
festival. This has parallels with the mqgsbsitive cluster identified in previous
studies, referred to as the ‘lovers’ (Daesal., 1988; Schroeder, 1992; Madrigal,
1995; Fredline & Faulkner, 2000; Willissr& Lawson, 2001), ‘enthusiasts’ (Ryan &
Montgomery, 1994), ‘supporters’ (Weaver & Lawton, 2001), ‘protourism’ (Ryan &
Cooper, 2004) or ‘most positive’ (Fredline & Faulkner, 2002a) clusters. However,
the volunteers cluster is named based enréhationship its mendss have with the

festival.

Whilst a number of previous studies idemtifia neutral cluster which lies in between

the positive and negative extremes (Datisl., 1988; Ryan & Montgomery, 1994;
Williams & Lawson, 2001; Fredline & Faulkner, 2002a), such a parallel has not been
identified in this research. Insteadgetlhree clusters which lie in between the
avoiders at the negative extreme and themnalers at the positive extreme represent
varying levels of positive and negativergeptions. The attendees and tolerators
represent ‘more positive’ clusters, which hold mostly positive perceptions of the
festival. The economically connecteduster represents a mixed positive and
negative cluster. This cluster recognises both the positive and negative impacts of
the festival, but rates the negatives lower than the avoiders, and the positives lower
than the volunteers, attendees and toleratdtss cluster has some similarities with

the ‘realists’ cluster identified by Schider (1992), Madrigal (1995) and Fredline

and Faulkner (2000). The realists clustdestified in these studies hold both strong

positive and strong negative perceptions of impacts. The realists and the
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economically connected cluster are similathiat they have an economic connection,
and are employed in eitherethourism industry or undertaking work over the festival

weekend.

5.5.4 Intrinsic Factors Affecting Residents' Perceptions of Impacts

The previous discussion examined the diffgrperceptions of social impacts held by
the five community subgroups: tolerators, economically connected, attendees,
avoiders and volunteers. The following discussion will examine the five clusters on
a range of intrinsic variables including demographic characteristics, identification
with the theme, level of participatioand economic dependence or involvement in
tourism. These intrinsic variables wei@roduced in section 2.4.1 as variables

thought to influence residentgérceptions of impacts.

Demographics

The two youngest clusters in this research are the attendees and the volunteers. Each
of these clusters was also found to be tpasin their perceptions of impacts, with

the volunteers the most positive cluster.isTiesearch adds support to the argument
that younger members of a community arelijito hold more positive perceptions of
impacts (Haralambopoulos & Pizam, 1996). isThesearch also provides partial
support for the argument that older residents hold less positive perceptions of
impacts (Rothman, 1978; Brougham & Butl#®81; Husbands, 1989). In this study,

the second oldest cluster, the avoideridh 67.9% of their members aged 55 and
over, are the most negative cluster. Howetlee oldest cluster, the tolerators, with
99.1% of members aged 55 and oldere ane of the more positive clusters.
Therefore it does not follow that older residents hold less positive impacts, as there

are other factors which must taken into consideration.

One factor which helps to explain thisding is the relationspibetween the age of
residents and their length t#sidence in the communityit is argued that residents
who have lived in an area for long periods of time tend to have more negative
perceptions of impacts (Sheldon & Vd984; Allen et al., 1988; Schroeder, 1992;
Weaver & Lawton, 2001; Ryan & Cooper, 20040his finding is supported by the
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current research, which fouride avoiders to have lidein the community for the

longest time and who are the most negative.

It is argued that higher levels ofdcation are associated with more positive
perceptions of impacts (HaralambopouloP&am, 1996; Hernandez et al., 1996).
This research supports this finding given ttiet tolerators andttendees are the two

most highly educated clusters, andtave of the most positive clusters.

This research also provides support for theifig that a higher income is associated
with more positive perceptions of impacts (Pizam, 1978; Schroeder, 1992;
Haralambopoulos & Pizam, 1996). The attssl cluster, represting the highest
income earners, is one of the clusterat tholds the most positive perceptions of

impacts.

Being employed is another factor that is associated with more positive perceptions of
impacts (Haralambopoulos & Pizam, 1996Employment does not have to be
tourism-related, merely some form of gloyment. The atters are the cluster
which has the greatest percentage of itenbvexs in some form of employment (full-

time, part-time and self-employment) and is one of the most positive clusters.

No relationship was found for gender or proximity to tourist activities as influencing

residents' perceptions of impacts.

Identification with the Theme

It is argued that redents who identify with the thenté the event are more likely to
have positive perceptions impacts (Cegielski & Mule2002; Fredline & Faulkner,
2002b). In this research, the volunteers aehdees display the greatest levels of
interest in the theme and hold the mostitps perceptions of impacts, therefore

supporting this finding.

Level of Participation

The two clusters in this research which had the highest levels of participation in the
festival are the attendeesd the volunteers. Thes$eo clusters also hold high

positive perceptions of the impacts of the festival. This supports other studies which
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have found that those residents who parit@pn an event anmore likely to have
positive perceptions of its impacts (Cegielski & Mules, 2002; Fredline & Faulkner,
2002a).

Economic Dependence

It is suggested that positive perceptiome associated witla direct economic
dependence on the tourism industry or ecdir event (Rothman, 1978; Milman &
Pizam, 1988; Schluter & Var, 1988Schroeder, 1992; King et al., 1993;
Haralambopoulos & Pizam, 1996; Jurowskial., 1997; Brunt & Courtney, 1999;
Weaver & Lawton, 2001). The cluster idiéed in this research that has
occupational connections to tourism and thstival is the economically connected
cluster. However, while they hold positive perceptions of the festival, they also
recognise many of the negativmpacts. This cluster isimilar to the ‘realists’
cluster identified by Schroer (1992), Madrigal (1995nd Fredline and Faulkner
(2000) and is equally awar# the negative impacts which accompany the potential
positives. Therefore, care should be tak®t to assume that those who benefit

economically from an event will hold purely positive perceptions.

5.6 Can the SIP scale be ed to measure residents’
perceptions of the social impacts of community
festivals?

This thesis set out to answer the questiorgtvane the social impés of festivals on
communities? The SIP scale used in tlasearch was successful in helping to
answer this question, and representsuseful tool for measuring residents’
perceptions of the social irapts of community festivals. This section highlights the
strengths and weakness#ghe SIP scale.

The SIP scale accesses residents' perceptions of impact occurrence and goes one step
further by asking respondentsdomment on the nature atebel of the impact. The

SIP scale asks respondents whether the imp#icbe positive or negative. Will it

have a very small impact or a very large impact? Consequently, this provides
festival organisers with information notly on which impacts sdents perceive to

have occurred, and those which they perdb have not occurred, but also the
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perceived nature and level of these amig. Knowing theperception of these
impacts as positive or negative, and the eissed level from very small to very
large, is important in identifying which impacts to encourage and which to avoid in
the future hosting of an event. This allows festival organisers to make better use of

limited resources by targeting identified areas of concern.

The SIP scale also allows all respondentsate the nature and level of the impact,
regardless of their perception of impactorrence. That is, even respondents who
perceive an impact not to have occurredsiileable to rate the nature and level of
that impact. By allowing respondentsrie impact non-occurrence, the SIP scale
serves to deliver more detailed information regarding residents' perceptions of
impacts. For example, the results dssed earlier show that a number of impacts
perceived not to have occurred were dags negative impacts. For example, in
Hadley, respondents who disagreed thardhwas increased traffic saw this as
having a negative impact. In other wordsspondents wanted to see the increased
traffic occur as a result of the festival this suggests busy-ness and, potentially, the
success of their festival. Without this l€wéinformation, incorrect assumptions can

be made regarding residents' perceptionthefimpacts of a festival. The SIP scale

is therefore useful in ensuring that sufficient detail is gained to allow for a complete
understanding of residents’ perceptiook the social impacts resulting from a

festival.

By allowing respondents to rate the impacteifiser positive or negative in nature,

the SIP scale allows impadts be perceived differentlgy different people. Rather
than applying presupposed values to thpaats, the SIP scaddlows respondents to
have their own voice, and to say which impacts they perceive as positive and which
they perceive to be negative. Thigpresents an important move beyond the
consideration of impacts as either positive or negative, and specifically allows for the

fact that not all respondents will perge an impact in the same way.

Given that the SIP scale assessed ndy amsidents’ perceptions of impact
occurrence, but also the nature and levehefimpacts, the scale itself is somewhat
complex. While a great deal of caveas taken with the design, layout and
instructions for completing the SIP scale, the complexity of the scale may have

presented some respondents with a challenge in completing it correctly.
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Additionally, the section of the residenmp&€rceptions questionnaire that used the SIP
scale was relatively long, kiag respondents to comment 4t social impact items.

This contributed to a relatively lengthysidents' perceptions questionnaire. While
shortening the list of social impact items may be considered in future applications of
the SIP scale, this may come at a cost in terms of the depth of information able to be

obtained from respondents.

5.7 Summary

This chapter has presented discussion efkidy findings of thigesearch related to
answering the overall research question ‘wisathe social impact of festivals on
communities?’. More specifically, this @pter discussed the results presented in
chapter 4 in relation to how they armwthe research gsg&ons, providing a
discussion of the underlying dimensiow$ the social impacts of community
festivals; a host community’s expectatiomsl gerceptions of thgocial impacts of a
festival; the distinct subgroups withim community who felt differently about a
festival; the different perceptions of salcimpacts held by #se subgroups; and the
use of the SIP scale in measuring resigleperceptions of the social impacts of

community festivals.
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CHAPTER é6:

IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSION

6.1 Introduction

The overriding aim of this research wasattswer the question: what are the social
impacts of festivals on communities? ler to answer this question, the following

sub-aims were addressed:

1. to identify the underlying dimensions a@he social impacts of community
festivals;

2. to identify a host community’s expetitms and perceptions of the social
impacts of a festival,;

3. to identify whether there are distinct subgroups within a community who differ
in their feelings towards a festival;

4. to investigate whether these subgroupg hbffering perceptions of the social
impacts of community festivals;

5. to further develop the SIRale as a tool for measuring residents’ perceptions of
the social impacts of community festivals;

6. to identify the implications of this search for the planning and management of

future community festivals.

Chapter 1 introduced this research problevhile chapter 2 reviewed the relevant
academic literature that played a role in the development of this thesis. Chapter 3
outlined the research design and methodolagy, chapter 4 presented the results of
the research. Discussion of the resulés presented in chapter 5, structured around
the research questions. In turn, chageconcludes the #sis, discussing the
implications of this research for theaphing and management of future community
festivals. The contributions made by thesearch are explored, and suggestions for

further research are proposed based erd#velopments made in this thesis.
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6.2 What are the implication®f this research for the
planning and managemendf future community
festivals?

This research has a number of implicatiémrsthe management of future community
festivals, in respect to providing a better understanding®flents’ perceptions of

the social impacts a festival creates; towards better satisfying diverse community
subgroups; and in relation to hdestivals can be used twntribute to community

wellbeing and the developmienf social capital.

6.2.1 A Better Understanding of Residents' Perceptions of Impacts
Understanding Variations in Perceptions and Dual Dimensions

The same impacts can be perceived as positive by some and negative by other
members of a community. The implication ofstfor festival organisers is that care
must be taken when making statemeatout the social impacts arising from
festivals. In particular, labelling certaimpacts as positive and others as negative
should be avoided as this could differ foifelient people. Instead, organisers should
seek the opinions of residents from t@mmunity, who should be responsible for
rating and therefore labelling the impads either positive or negative. This
represents a social-constructionisppeoach, which explicitly recognises that
perceptions of reality are socially constaat by individuals, and thus there may be
multiple realities within ay one social setting or cantt (Denzin & Lincoln, 1998).

In addition to the negative impacts whiogsidents perceived to affect themselves
and their community as a whole, residents also reflected on the differential effects
that the festival had on specific segmeoitsheir community, such as youth and the
elderly. The implication for organisers is to consider which segments within a
community may be unduly affected by astieal, and what the likely impacts on

these groups may be.
Knowing that impacts can be perceivddferently by different members of a

community means that within any of the social impact dimensions, there may be

the presence of ‘dual dimensions’, in which certain impacts contribute positively to
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that dimension, while other impacts conttdunegatively. The implication of this

for festival organisers is an understanding that the six impact dimensions are multi-
faceted and that the existengiedual dimensions must be taken into consideration.
That is, organisers must be aware of impacts than can enhance dimensions such as
entertainment and socialisation opportusitisncluding the meeting of new people

and spending time with family and friends, while controlling for, and being aware of
impacts that residents may see as dimingshiheir entertainment and socialisation
opportunities, such as increased tickeicgg and a decrease in free street

entertainment.

Understanding Residents’ Qualified Responses

Residents made a number @fialifications and justifiations which suggest that
certain negative impacts resulting from a festival can be tolerated. However, the
results also showed that there are ceftigmes of impacts for which tolerance levels
are higher, and those for which toleranceels are lower. These findings indicate
that organisers should focus attentmm minimising or managing the impacts for

which residents have lower levels of tolerance.

Understanding the Interrelationships between the Social Impact Dimensions

The six underlying dimensions of the sodiapacts of community festivals do not
exist in isolation, but rather are intelated. This has implications for the
management of these impacts as a result of a festival. For example, with the
knowledge that inconvenience and personadtfation impacts are related, it can be
seen that attention in one area will prolyabhve repercussions in another. For
example, if inconvenience is managed, theoppe are likely to be less frustrated.
Similarly, there is a relationship between entertainment and socialisation
opportunities and community identity andhesion. By developg strategies that
encourage the local community to attend aadticipate in the festival, organisers

will in turn facilitatea sense of community identity and cohesion.

A consideration of these interrelations®iand an understanding that targeting one
dimension may impact on another dimensionesessary on the part of organisers.
This involves looking bgond the immediate target and purpose behind an action

towards what implications it canV¥min other related areas.
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6.2.2 Satisfying Diverse Community Groups

The results of the cluster analyfave direct implications for festival organisers with
respect to creating and marketing a festieakatisfy the diverse needs of distinct

community subgroups.

The avoiders cluster, as that which hottle most negative attitudes towards the
festival and has the most strongly negativee@gtions of its impacts, represents the
group which requires most management attent One way to try to rectify this
would be to engage the avoiders by insne@ their connectionwith the festival.

This could be through encouraging eitherradnce at the festival or some level of
volunteer involvement. If persuaded to tpapate in the festival, the avoiders may
personally experience some of the positive outcomes of the festival, and may
therefore be more willing to tolerate sonoé the associated negative impacts.
However, as the second oldest clustenite the tolerators, nmy of the avoiders

may not actually want to attend or participateha festival. In tls case, rather than
trying to encourage participation, a foaus educating the avoiders, through greater
promotion of the positive impacts of thesfiwal, may foster more positive feelings
within this group. Even if they don’tttand, they may be less negative about the
festival in the future. This would essentially move the avoiders more towards the
profile of the tolerators.

The next cluster which requires attentiomhis economically connesd cluster. This

Is the second most negatickister after the aiders. People in the economically
connected cluster need to be in town during the festival weekend in order to operate
their businesses, and consequently, thealgect to more of the inconvenience and
personal frustration impacts than othemeounity subgroups who do not need to be
there. In addition, this cluster does rieel that they are receiving many of the
positive impacts that result from thesfwal, such as the entertainment and
socialisation opportunities. This is besauthe economically connected cluster are
working the majority of the weekend, and #fere have little oppdunity to actually
attend and enjoy the festival. Therefore tbstival organisers may want to consider
ways in which they can increase the inshent of this group with the festival,
possibly staging an event especially for libeal businesses. This could involve an

exclusive performance by one of the artegdpearing at the festival, held specifically
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for the local businesspeople prior to thetifieal. Such action would celebrate the
important role that the local businesses play, with an event held especially for them,
at a time in which they can actually attend and enjoy it. For those in the
economically connected cluster who doreeff they sufficiently benefit from the
festival, the organisers couttevelop strategies that encourage visitors into the main
street through the placemeftadditional festival-relatedctivities or venues outside

the current areas. Additionally, the festiwmfjanisers could provide first option to

the local businesses to set up their owallstbefore being offered to external

businesses.

The tolerators are a group who do not necessarily attend the festival, but who are
happy for it to take place in their community for the wider benefits it brings.
Therefore it is suggested that no targetation is necessary for the tolerators.
Currently, this group seems happy to stajp@ine and let otheris the community

enjoy the festival.

The two most positive clusters are the voéems and the attendees. Since they both
already love the festival and perceive timpacts of the festival as overwhelmingly
positive, little if anything is required tesatisfy the needs of these two groups.
However, in order to maintathe continued support tiese two groups, the festival
organisers may want to réamce the positive aspects of the festival which these two
groups value most, which include increasedertainment opportunities and having
more visitors to the comuamity. Additionally, the orgaisers should continue to
create opportunities for members of the thosmmunity to be involved with the
festival, in both volunteeasind attendee capacities.

Importantly, the organisers need to be&ndful that in professionalising the
management of a community festival thaty not lose sight of the importance of the
community to the festivalln addition, such changes shdldle made with the input

of the community, through propermmunity consultation processes.
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6.2.3 Contributing to Community Wellbeing and Social Capital

There are a number of impligaris arising from this atly regarding how community
festivals can be used to enhance thealerellbeing of a community and contribute
to its stock of social capital.

A community festival offers wide-ranging oppanities for individuals to participate

in the life of a community.These opportunities come in the form of positions on the
organising committee, volunterg or attending the festival. Participation increases
their sense of belonging and identity, aedcourages social transactions and
relationship building. By mviding the environment in which these transactions and
interactions can occur, a community festipddys an important role in contributing
to the wellbeing of its community. Wellbeimgfers to optimal quality of life within

a community (Australian Bureau of aistics, 2001; Beeton, 2006; Rural Assist
Information Network, 2006), which at thedinidual level is ifluenced by their
connections and interactions with het community members. Therefore,
encouraging members of the resident popaitato engage with and participate in the

festival is likely to have wider benefits for the wellbeing level of the community.

Community festivals facilitate the dewepiment of social capital as they enable
participants to build relationships as welldesvelop social networks that can be of
ongoing benefit to the community. By bringitogether members of the community
around a common interest such as the hgstif a community music festival, the
outcome can be bonding between membethefjroup. The building of such social
relationships and networksetween people who hold similanterests represents the
development of bonding social capital. e other hand, bridging social capital can
also result, where people from divetsackgrounds are brought together around a
common cause. This is often the casi wolunteer involvement, which can bring
together people of different ages and gesdého work together to successfully help

stage a festival.
Social capital is also built as festivalsntribute to positive social engagements such

as opportunities for social teraction, togetherness withthe community, meeting
new people, shared family experes, and opportunities for community
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involvement, as experienced by festival attesdeTherefore in order to ensure that
festivals are a contributor to the stocksafcial capital within a community, event
planners and managers should be mindfyuifing in place strategies to ensure that

positive social transactions and interactions can occur.

Festival organisers and policy makers stoalso be aware that while festivals can
build social capital, they can also servaliminish the stocks of social capital within

a community. Social capital cée diminished where festls contribute to negative
social transactions and social engagesiesiich as facilitating an increase in
delinquent behaviour, vandalism, crime,nfing and its impacts, violence, a strain

on local resources and divis®mvithin the community. I& festival contributes to

the increased occurrence of antisocial behaviour, then festival organisers will need to
work with local government to develop policies that provide a safer environment and
facilities during the course of the festival. This is important not only for the safety of
attendees and residents and the future suergssustainability of the festival, but to
ensure that the stocks of social cabiwithin a community are not severely

diminished.

6.3 Contributions of the Study

This thesis set out to achieve a greatederstanding of the social impacts of
festivals on communities. In doing so, this research has a made a number of
significant contributions téhe body of knowledge concerning the social impacts of

events.

A major contribution of this research ietfurther development and application of a
tool for measuring residents’ perception$ the social impacts of community
festivals. The SIP scale, originally déyged in the author's Honours research, has
been further developed andpdied on a larger scale inishresearch. The SIP scale
has been tested more widely in this reskeansing a residents’ perceptions approach.
Additionally, a larger sample size enabled the use of factor analysis to identify the
underlying dimensions of the social impaaf community festivals, and cluster
analysis to identify distinct communigubgroups that hold ffiering views of the

festival.
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A strength of the SIP scale is that it Hzeen developed using standardised scale
development procedures (DeVellis, 200&pm the initial item generation and
review, through to the applitan of valid testing procedas for refinement of the
scale. The scale items were purified ustrgnbach’s alpha as a measure of internal
consistency, with the high alpha valuegigesting a reliablecale (Coakes & Steed,
2003). Factor analysis was used as aflmotefinement of the SIP scale, the result
being a psychometrically sound scale vishghows six key dimensions underlying
the set of social impact variables. Theelepment of the SIPcale serves to extend
the academic literature on event impact s@dvelopment, in which there has been
relatively little work done. The SIP scale nogpresents a tool which can be used in
future research to measure residentstggtions of the social impacts of community

festivals.

Another important contribution made by thissearch is a greater understanding of
the social impacts on host communities resglfrom community festivals. Factor
analysis identified inconveence, community ideity and cohesion, personal
frustration, entertainment and socialisa opportunities, community growth and
development, and behavioural consequeraeshe six dimensions underlying the
social impacts of community festivals. These findings extend the academic literature
on the social impacts of events by repladimg complexity of a large range of social
impact variables with a sibactor structure that sunarises the social impacts
resulting from community festivals. déitionally, the researcher found that these
factors should not be labelled as positive or negative, due to their dual dimensions.
This represents a contribution toetlexisting body of knowledge and makes a

considered argument for a new way of lookatghe social impacts of events.

This research represents a move away from traditional cluster analysis studies which
segment a resident population based orr theiceptions of impacts. In doing so,
this research contributes to the existing literature on community segmentation
studies, by supporting the use of a comtiamaof demographics and behavioural
characteristics as the basis on whictembers of a host community can be

segmented.
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An additional contribution of this resear@hthat it highlights the need to combine
both qualitative and quantitativdata to gain the best understanding of the social
impacts that festivals have on their hoesmmunities. Withouthe opportunity for
respondents to provide open-ended (qualey responses, important issues of
concern to the community, as reflectedha ‘community-identified’ impacts, would
not have been identified. This stressthe importance of actually asking the
community about what impacts the festivels on them, rather than using only a
predetermined set of impact items. Thigports the findings of Reid (2006) who
argues that the use of a predefined social impact scale “does not allow for residents
to expand upon certain issues that thescgige as resulting from an event”. This
research therefore suppotte use of a generic sociahpact scale, but recognises
that this needs to be in combination wahgualitative approaciWwhich ensures that
the affected community is sufficiently laldto communicate additional impacts which

have not been addresseiihin the scale provided.

Importantly, this research contributes to the theoretical development of the events
field as it provides a deeper understanding@# festivals contbute to community
wellbeing and the developmeoit social capital, by encoaging the participation of

the local community in the organisati and attendance of a festival.

The findings from this research not only advance theory in the events field, but have
practical use in the planning and managenoétititure festivals. The identification

of the perceived positive and negative sorrglacts can assist festival organisers to
better manage a festival by putting strategies in place to capitalise on positive social
impacts, and minimise negative social anfs. By identifying subgroups within the
community who feel differently about a fesl, this research has implications for
event organisers in undeasding and targeting the neednd concerns of diverse

community subgroups.

6.4 Suggestions for Further Research

There are a number of wayswmich this research can bdwanced in future studies.
Ideally, the SIP scale should be furtheweleped and tested in future empirical

research. Future applications of thd®Sicale to different types of community
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festivals and events will enable researmh measuring the social impacts of
community festivals to be advanced. The Stale could be tested by applying it to
festivals with very different themes amgherent appeal to a resident population.
This will allow for greater generalisabilityf research findings to a wider range of
community festivals. It is not expectduhwever, that the items that make up the SIP
scale will be generic for all festivals. On the contrary, it will be necessary to select
the range of social impacts that aredfic and relevant to the community under

study.

Given the valuable addition that the qualitative data made to achieving a more in-
depth understanding of residents' perceptiohshe social irpacts of community
festivals, it is recommended that futuesearch incorporate a qualitative dimension.
This should involve asking the communityocait the impacts whicaffect them, and
incorporating them as items into the Sigale or using them as additional supporting

data.

Continued applications of the SIP scale will serve to identify any similarities or
differences in the underlying dimensionssotial impacts resulting from community
festivals across different communities. Thedimensions identified in this research
can be tested for their existence and c@hensiveness in summarising the social
impacts of community festivals. It is imgant to note, however, that the factors can
only be derived from and be representativéhefinitial set of items from which they
were extracted. So where different studies a different range of impact items, the

resulting factors are likely tdiffer for this reason.

This research has highlighted that thd®> Sicale provides useful information for
festival organisers, given that the scateesses not only respondents’ perceptions of
impact occurrence but also information nelyag the type and level of impact this
has on them. It would be useful forrther research to adopt a longitudinal
perspective using the SIP scale to allownges in social impacts be charted over
time as successive studies are undertakeneosaime festival. This would allow the
measurement of changes in residentstggarons of impacts over time, and also an
investigation of whether evemrganisers incorporateddback from the SIP scale
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into event planning processeand how useful the information is for developing

future strategies.

Further research into the role of community festivals in contributing to community
wellbeing and the development of social talps required. This would likely be in-
depth qualitative research, which coulavestigate the social capital outcomes

stemming from the organisation andgihg of a community festival.

Using a combination of demographics anthdgoural characteristics, this research
identified five distinct community ubgroups who each feel differently about a
festival. It is recommended that future segméiotastudies in the events field adopt

a similar clustering approach, in order to test whether similar clusters are identified
in other communities and in relation to events of a different size and theme.
Additionally, intensive reseah on the identified clustersould be undertaken to
more deeply understand a clusters feeltoggards the festival and their perceptions

of its social impacts. Such intensivesearch could focus on identifying what action

is required to change the way the clustieal, for example, to make them more
positive towards or participige in the festival. Als, a longitudinal perspective
would allow for changes in community subgps to be charted over time. Would
these subgroups themselves, or maybe their size, change over time, as successive

festivals are held in the host community?

A finding of this research is that residerdre willing to tolerate a certain level of
negative impacts, because of the otherc@eed benefits they receive from the
hosting of a festival in their community-However, there are other related questions
that still remain unanswered and as such represent issutgtfar investigation,
questions such as when is a community’s capacity to tolerate negative impacts
surpassed? What makes some communitiese tolerant than others? Future

research will be required to understanelsénimportant issués more depth.

6.5 Conclusion

In summary, a number of conclusions dan drawn from this study of the social
impacts of festival on communities. This research shows that community festivals

create a number of social impacts whaffect the host community, which can be
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summarised under six dimensions: inconvenience, community identity and cohesion,
personal frustration, entertainment amstcialisation oppounities, community
growth and development, and behavioural consequences. Impacts within each of
these categories can be perceived eeitpositively or negatively by different
members of the community. This suppdie argument that saiimpacts should

not be pre-defined as positive or negative, but that the affected community members
should be responsible for making thatlgement. This sty has reached the
conclusion that the SIP scale represeatsiseful tool for measuring residents'
perceptions of the social impacts of coomty festivals. Importantly, it allows
residents to decide whetharrange of impacts has a positive or negative affect on

them.

This research provides support forewing communities as heterogeneous,
identifying five distinct community idogroups: tolerators, economically connected,
attendees, avoiders and volunteers. Eakhhese represents a subgroup of the
population who expresses a pautar feeling towards the festival, different from that
expressed by any other subgroughis finding has implicgons for event organisers
in understanding and targeg the needs and concero$é diverse community

subgroups.

This research has also camdéd that community festivals play an important role in
achieving wellbeing outcomes for the coommty, including the development of
social capital. These outcomes should rhanaged to ensure that a festival
contributes to positive social transactiarmsl engagements between members of the

host community.
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Appendix 1: Semi-structured Interview Information Sheet

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET
SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW

TITLE: Evaluating Residents’ Percepts of the Social Impacts of
Community Festivals

INVESTIGATOR: Katie Small, PhD Candidate in the School of Management,
University of Western Sydney

Dear Participant,

This is an invitation to te part in some importanésearch being conducted on your
community. | am conducting a study on fierceived social impacts that may result
from the staging of a community festivaFestivals have been identified as one of
the fastest growing forms of leisure and teur activities, their appeal resting in the
uniqueness and festive ambience they plevi Festivals can have a number of
significant social impacts on a communitydadnam keen to explore those impacts
that the Hadley Music Festival magve on residents within Hadley.

This research will provide festival organisers and stakeholders with a deeper
understanding of issues that may be of concern to the broader community. Such
information will enable festival organisers to better plan and manage their festival in
the future by minimising negative social impacts and capitalizing on positive social
impacts as valued by the community.

In addition to identifying residents’ perdegns of the social impacts of the Hadley
Music Festival, this study also seeks dain information from those who are
involved in the planning and management of the festival. | would be grateful if you
would agree to take part this study by answering quemss on the organisation of
the festival, stakeholder and community m#pation and the social impacts of the
festival in an interview of appkimately one hour’s duration.

The study is conducted to meet requmiemts for the Doctor of Philosophy
(Management) under the supeien of Dr Gregory Teaand Mrs Deborah Edwards
of the School of Management aetbiniversity of Western Sydney.

Your participation is entirely voluntary and your anomynwill be protected by

your not being identified in any raw dada in any written reports. The interview
will be taped for analysis purposes only.

234



| would be grateful if youwould agree to take pam this study by signing the
attached consent statement. Signing this form will be regarded as consent to use the
information for research purposes.

Semi-Structured Interview Participation Consent Form

| (the participant) have klaan opportunity tareview the Information sheet arld
understand that my participation is voluntanmyd that | agree tparticipate in the

semi-structured intervievknowing | can withdravat any time. | understand thaf |
will be audio taped for analysis purposady. | have been given a copy of this
form to keep.

Participant’s name:

Investigator’s name: Katie Small

Should you have any questions, or requiggifitation of any aspect regarding your
involvement in the study, please do no¢sitate to contact me by telephone
0418869226 or emalk.small@uws.edu.au Alternatively, you may contact one of
my supervisors; Greg Teal on (02) 46203247 or Deborah Edwards on (02) 46203518.

Thank you,

Katie Small

NOTE: This study has been approved by the University of Western Sydney Human Research Ethics
Committee (HREC 04/102). If you have any complaints or reservations about the ethical obnduct
this research, you may contact the Ethics Comamithrough the Research Ethics Officers (tel: 02
4570 1136). Any issues you raise will be treatedonfidence and investigated fully, and you will be
informed of the outcome.
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Appendix 2: Residents' Perceptions Questionnaire

THIS IS INDEPENDENT PHD RESEARCH BEING
UNDERTAKEN THROUGH THE UNIVERSITY
OF WESTERN SYDNEY WITH THE APPROVAL
OF THE HADLEY MUSIC FESTIVAL

A Survey Questionnaire

Your completion of this questionnaire is greatly appreciated.

On completion, please return in the postage paid envelope provided.

Your completion of this questionnaire will be taken as consent to
participate in this study.

If vou have any questions regarding this questionnaire or the study please contact:

Katie Small on Ph: (02) 4620 3281 Mob: 0418869226 Erkaiinall@uws.edu.au
Mail address: University of Western Sydney, School of Management, Campbelltow|
Building 17, Level 2, Locked Bag 1797, Penrith South DC, NSW 1797

=]

NOTE: This study has been approved by the University of Western Sydney Human Research Ethics
Committee (HREC 04/102). If you have any complaints or reservations about the ethical obnduct
this research you may contact the Ethics Conemithrough the Researchhies Officers (tel: 02

4570 1136). Any issues you raise will be treatedonfidence and investigated fully and you will be

informed of the outcome.
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MEASURING THE SOCIAL IMPACTS OF THE HADLEY MUSIC
FESTIVAL

Festivals are known to have a rangeso€ial impacts on the host communities in
which they are being held. Social impacislude impacts on the day-to-day quality

of life of local residents, changes to théfestyle, values, social interactions and
identity. This questionnaire seeks your opinions on a range of social impacts that
may result from the hosting of the Hadley $ituFestival. Youmparticipation will
ensure that findings reflect your viewsAll information will be treated in strict
confidence and will only be used in coimdtion with other responses from the
community. Questions are printed on bottesiof each page. Please make sure you
respond to all questions.

SECTION A: GENERAL PERCEPTIONSAND INITIAL EXPECTATIONS

This section contains four questions that seek to find out your general perceptions and

initial expectations regarding the social impacts of the Hadley Music Festival.

1. What is the first word that comes into your mind when you think of the Hadley Music

Festival? (Just one word please)

2a. Thinking back, please explain in your own words how gxupectedhe staging of the

Hadley Music Festival to affegour life?

2b. Was your life affected in this way? Please comment.
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3a. Thinking back, please state what ywogpectedhe positive social impacts of the Hadley

Music Festival to be.

3b. In your opinion, have these positive sbanpacts occurred? Please comment.

4a. Thinking back, please state what popectedhe negative social impacts of the Hadley

Music Festival to be.

4b. In your opinion, have these negative abichpacts occurred? Please comment.
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SECTION B: IMPACT STATEMENTS

This section seeks your opinions on the saomlacts that the hosting tfie 2004 Hadley Music Fegal had on the local conumity. Please read the statements

on the following pages and answieryour opinion, how you feel they impacted on the& community. Each question asks younr opinion on a statement, and

as such, it is important to note tlthére are no right or wrong answers.

Please answer the questions on the following pages by:
Answering if the impact, in your opinion, occurred by circling Y (for YES), N (for NO) or DON'T KNOW.
If you answer either YES or NO, please indicate on the scale-Fdm+5 the level of impact you believe it had on the conitpuwhere -5 represents a

1)
2)

3)

very large negative impaeind +5 representsvary large positive impacThe numbers are not labelled in the questionnaire, so refer to the scale below if

you wish to check their meaning.
If you answer DON'T KNOW, please mowirectly onto the next question.

EXAMPLE:

Impact Statement

Impact Occurrence

Level of Impact

Festivals make life in my community more interesting

@ N DONT KNOW

5 4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +5

The -5 to +5 scale represents the following values:

NEGATIVE IMPACTS

A

v

POSITIVE IMPACTS

-5 = very large
negative impag

-4 = large
hegative impag

-3 = moderate
hegative impag

-2 = small
hegative impag

-1 = very smal
hegative impag

t

0 = neutral

+1 = very smal
positive impac

L positive impac

+2 = small

+3 = moderate
Lpositive impac

L positive impac

+4 = large

+5 = very large
[ positive impac
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SECTION B: IMPACT STATEMENTS CONTINUED...

Very Large Neutral Very Large
Negative Impact Impact Positive Impact

1. The festival provided local residents with the opportunity to meet new people,, DONTKNOW | -5 4 3 =2 1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5
from outside the community.

2. During the festival there were increased entertainment opportunities for the Iq(cal DONTKNOW | -5 -4 -3 2 -1 0 +1 +2 43 +4 45
community.

3. The festival prowded opportunities for social interaction with other membefs Q(f DONTKNOW | -5 -4 3 -2 1 0 +1 42 +3 +4 +5
the community.

4. The festival provided opportunities for shared family experiences. Y DONTKNOW (-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +p

5. The f(_astlval provided local residents with increased opportunities for cultutal v DONTKNOW | -5 -4 -3 2 -1 0 +1 +2 43 +4 45
experiences.

6. T_he festival provided local residemsth opportunities to host family and v DONTKNOW | -5 -4 3 -2 1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +b
friends from out of town.

7. During the festival there were more visitors to the community. Y DONTKNOW | -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +p

8. Locals took second place to visitors in their own community during the fesfiva. DONTKNOW | -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +p

9. Local residents enjoyed having visitors in the region during the festival. Y DONTKNOW (-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +p

10. The festival leads to a disruptiontime normal routines of local residents. Y DONTKNOW | -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +p

11. Local residents avoided the attractions at the festival. Y DONTKNOW |5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +p

12. Res_ldents were frustrated with an increased number of visitors during the v DONTKNOW | -5 -4 3 -2 1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +b
festival.

13. A diverse range of people from the local community attended the festival. | Y DONTKNOW (-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +p
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SECTION B: IMPACT STATEMENTS CONTINUED...

Very Large Neutral Very Large
Negative Impact Impact Positive Impact
14. There was a Ia_rger range _of goods and services available for sale in the DONTKNOW | -5 4 -3 2 -1 0 +1 +2 43 +4 45
community during the festival.
15. During the festival, the prices of goods and services in the community increasded. DONTKNOW [-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +p
16. During the festival there were increased job opportunities for locals. DONTKNOW (-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +p
17. During the festival there wasdreased trade for local businesses. DONTKNOW | -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +p
18. The festlval provided opportunities forembers of the community to develop DONTKNOW | -5 -4 -3 2 -1 0 +1 +2 43 +4 4B
new skills.
19. Community groups worked togetherachieve the goals of the festival. DONTKNOW [-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +p
20. The festival provided opportunities forcal residents to display their musical DONTKNOW | -5 4 3 =2 1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5
talents.
21. The festival provided fundraising opportunities for local community groups| DONTKNOW (-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +p
22. During the festival, the footpaths and streets were crowded. DONTKNOW | -5 4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 45
23. There was difficulty finding car parking during the festival. DONTKNOW (-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +p
24. During the festival there was ireased traffic in the community. DONTKNOW | -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +p
25. During the festival there was increased litter in the areas surrounding festiyal DONTKNOW | -5 -4 -3 2 -1 0 +1 +2 43 +4 45
venues.
26. There was crowding in local shops and facilities during the festival. DONTKNOW (-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +p
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SECTION B: IMPACT STATEMENTS CONTINUED...

Very Large Neutral Very Large
Negative Impact Impact Positive Impact
27. Ilig:ler;gsgée festival, noise levels in theea surrounding the festival venues WEBT®,  \ DONTKNOW | -5 4 -3 -2 1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5
28. Road closures and redirections during the festival inconvenienced locals. DONTKNOW | -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4
29. There is a sense of community ownership of the festival. DONTKNOW (-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4
30. Because of the festival, the pride ofdbresidents in their town has increasegl. DONTKNOW (-5 4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4
31. Community identity is enhanced through the festival. DONTKNOW |5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4
32. The festival helps to show others why the community is unique and specigl. DONTKNOW [ -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4
33. rz;eizofrelz.stival gives the community anage which encourages tourism to the DONTKNOW | 5 -4 3 =2 1 0 +1 42 43 44
34. The festival contributed to a sense of togetherness within the community. DONTKNOW [ -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4
35. The festival had a positive cultural impact on the community. DONTKNOW | -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4
36. Crime in the community increased during the festival. DONTKNOW | -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4
37. Vandalism in the community increased during the festival. DONTKNOW | -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4
38. There is increased rowdy and delinqubehaviour during the festival. DONTKNOW (-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4
39. Underage drinking occurred during the festival. DONTKNOW | -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4
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SECTION B: IMPACT STATEMENTS CONTINUED...

5

b

Very Large Neutral Very Large
Negative Impact Impact Positive Impact
40. The use of prohibited substandesreased during the festival. Y N DONTKNOW | -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +
41. The presence of police during the festival was adequate. Y N DONTKNOW |5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +

If you would like to make any comments please do sthimmspace provided below. (Please print your response.)

243



SECTION C:

In order to group similar members of the community together, we need to ascertain
your views on a range of factors as presented below.

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements using
the scale provided. For each statement, please circle the number that best reflects your
opinion.

1 = strongly disagree 2 = disagree 3=no opinio\\ 4 = agree 5 = strongly *&gree
Strongly . No Strongly
Disagree Disagree Opinion Agree Agree

If I had to move away from Hadley | would be

1 2 3 4 5
very sorry to leave.

I'd rather live in Hadley than anywhere else. 1 2 3 4 b

| think that the local community should be
involved in the planning and management of 1 2 3 4 5
festivals such as the Hadley Music Festival.

| think that | have an opportunity to be involved
in the planning and management of the Hadley 1 2 3 4 5
Music Festival.

I think that the positive social impacts of
festivals such as the Hadley Music Festival 1 2 3 4 5
should be spread throughout the community.

I think that the positive social impacts of the
Hadley Music Festival are spread throughout fhe 1 2 3 4 5
community.

7. 2004 was the 8" year of the Hadley Music Festival. How many of these years have
you attended?

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

e

What did you do on the weekend of the 2004 Hadley Music Festival? (Please
tick all that apply.)

| was volunteering at the festival

| attended the festival

| didn't attend the festival

I was working

| left town for the weekend

O0O0000a0O

Other (Please State)..ceeeeereereereeriereeeeereerenrensensansensanses
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SECTION C CONTINUED...

9.

([l
O

O

During the weekend of the 2004 Hadley Music Festival, which of the following did
you do? (Please tick all that apply.)

Attended ticketed venues
Attended the free street entertainment

. Please tick the box next to the statement that most accurately reflects your level of

interest in music and your support for the Hadley Music Festival. (Please tick only
one box.)

| am interested in music and am happy that the festival takes place in my community.
| am interested in music but am not hagipgt the festival takes place in my community.
| am not interested in music but am hapipgt the festival takes place in my community.

| am not interested in music and am not happy that the festival takes place in my
community.

. Please tick the box next to the statement that most accurately reflects how you feel

about the Hadley Music Festival. (Please tick only one box.)

| love the Hadley Music Festival and hope it continues.

| tolerate the Hadley Music Festidadcause overall | think it is good for the
community.

| have to adjust my lifestyle during the weekend of the Hadley Music Festival because
of the inconveniences it causes me.

| stay away from the area during thediey Music Festival because of the
inconveniences it causes me, although overall | think it is good for the community.

| dislike the Hadley Music Festival and woudd happier if it didn’'t continue in future
years.

Please answer each of the following questions by circling either Y (for YES) or N (for

NO).
12. Did you volunteer your services on the weekenthefZQO4 Hadley Music Festival? If you %
volunteered as part of a communifsoup, please specify: ........c.coovviiinnnn.
13. Have you ever previously voluntedrat the Hadley Music Festival? Y
14. Are you currently involved in eithgraid or unpaid work in thurism/hospitality industry? Y
15. Have you ever previously worked (either pardunpaid) in the tourism/hospitality industry? Y
16.

Do you have family or close friends who work (either paid or unpaid) in the tourism/hospita-itx{
industry?

17.

Did you undertake any paid work during the weekend of the 2004 Hadley Music Festival? ‘I(f
YES—+ Q18 If NO— Section D

18.

Do you think the volume of work in this busgsewas increased as a result of the Hadley Musjc
Festival?
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SECTION D: BACKGRQJND INFORMATION

In order to group your responses with other people similar to you, the following section asks for

some background informationAll information will be kept strictly confidential and all
responses will be aggregated so that no individual person can be identified.

19. Areyou:

O Male [ Female

20. In what year were you born?

21. In which country were you born?

22. How many years have you lived in Hadley?
(to the nearest year)

23. How would you describe yourself?

O A full-time Hadley resident
O A part-time Hadley resident
[0 Other (please state)

24. Approximately how far do you live from
where the Hadley Music Festival takes place?
O Within 500m
O within | km
O Between 1km and 3kms
O More than 3kms

25. What is the highest level of education you have
attained?

O No formal qualifications

O Year 10 or equivalent

[ Year 12 or equivalent

[0 Undergraduate degree

[0 Postgraduate degree

O TAFE qualification or equivalent
O Trade qualification

[0 Other (please specify)

26. What is your employment status?
[0 Employed full-time
O Employed part-time
[0 Self-employed
O Unemployed
O Retired
[ Student
O Home duties
[0 Other (please state)

27. What is/was your main occupation?
O Manager/administrator
O Professional
O Tradesperson or related
O Clerical worker
O Service worker
O Production worker
O Labourer or related

O Other (please specify)

28. What is your approximate annual household
income?

[0 Prefer not to say
O Less than $20,000
O $20,000 - $39,999
[ $40,000 - $59,999
[ $60,000 - $79,999
[ $80,000 - $99,999
O $100,000 - $119,999
O $120,000 - $139,999
O $140,000 - $159,999
O $160,000 - $179,999
O Over $180,000
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SECTION E:

Please feel free to add any other comments that you would like to make about the
Hadley Music Festival and its impacts on the local community. (Please print your
response.)

Thank you very much for completing this questionnaire. Please check that you have
not accidentally missed any questions. Your time and effort are very much

appreciated.

On completion, please return your questionnaire in the reply paid envelope provided.
Remember, if returning more than one questionnaire please put each in a separate

envelope. If the envelope has been misplaced, please forward to:

Katie Small
University of Western Sydney
School of Management
Campbelltown, Building 17, Level 2
Locked Bag 1797
Penrith South DC
NSW 1797
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Appendix 3: Residents' Perceptions Questionnaire Cover Letter

17th December 2004

RESEARCH TITLE: Measuring Residents’ Ragptions of the Social
Impacts of The Hadley Music Festival

RESEARCHER: Katie Small, PhD Candidate in the School of
Management, University of Western Sydney

Dear resident,

This is an invitation to te part in some importan¢search being conducted on your
community. | obtained your details frometthocal council, as it is members of the
local community whose opinions | am paularly interested in. I'm a doctoral
student at the University of WesteB8ydney and I'm conducting research on the
social impacts of the Hadley Music Festival local residents. Research into the
impacts of community festivals is incesag, in large part due to a growing
recognition of the positive and negative impacts they can have on the host
communities in which they are taking place.

Your participation in this research wilelp build a picture of how your community

is impacted by the hosting of the Hadley $uFestival. This research will provide
festival organisers and stakeholders vath understanding of the issues that are of
concern to the community. Such informatrmoay prove useful ifuture planning for

the festival, allowing for the development of strategies to capitalise on positive
impacts and minimise negative impaassidentified by the community.

The enclosed guestionnaire is designed to gather information on the social impacts
that the hosting of the Hadley Music Eeal has on the locatommunity. | am
interested in the opinions of all residentegardless of whether you attended the
festival or not. Please find enclosed two copies of the questionnaire as well as

two reply paid envelopes. Two questionnaires havgeen provided to allow for

more than one person within your houseltoldespond, should this be applicable.
would ask that only adult members of your household, persons aged 18 years or

older, complete the questionnaires. The questionnaire should take no longer than
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15-30 minutes to complete. As there amelatively small number of people living
in Hadley, each individual response is venportant to the accuracy of my research.

| would be grateful if you would agree take part in this study by answering all
questions and returning the completed stie@naire(s) in the stamped return
envelope(s) provided. | ould appreciate your responas _soon _as possiblepon
receipt of this letter, whilst your recollections of the festival weekend are still fresh in
your mind, and prior to you taking any pled Christmas/New Year holidays.
Please return each questionnaire in a separate envelope. If you would like extra
copies of the questionnaire for additibhausehold members please contact me on
any of the numbers provided below.

Your participation is entitg voluntary and your anonymitg protected. Your name

or other identifying information will not appear on any raw data or in any written
report. Return of the questionnaire will tlegarded as consent to use the information
for research purposes.

| would be very happy to answer any qi@ms you may have and can be contacted
by telephone on 0418869226 or by emaik.mmall@uws.edu.auAlternatively, you
may contact one of my superviso@r Gregory Teal on (02) 46203247 or Mrs
Deborah Edwards on (02) 46203518.

Thank you for your valuable cortrition to this research.

Katie Small
PhD Candidate

NOTE: This study has been approved by the University of Western Sydney Human Research Ethics
Committee (HREC 04/102). If you have any complaints or reservations aboutitted edbnduct of

this research, you may contact the Ethics Commithrough the Researchhies Officers (tel: 02

4570 1136). Any issues you raise will be treatedonfidence and investigated fully, and you will be
informed of the outcome.
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Appendix 4: Focus Groups Information Sheet

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET
FOCUS GROUP

TITLE: Evaluating Residents’ Percepts of the Social Impacts of
Community Festivals

INVESTIGATOR: Katie Small, PhD Candidate in the School of Management,
University of Western Sydney

Dear Participant,

This is an invitation to te part in some importanésearch being conducted on your
community. Based on your involvement witie Hadley Music Festival, you have
been randomly selected as a participam this research by Genevieve Watson,
Business Manager for the Hadley Mugtestival. | am conducting a study to
understand residents’ pert¢igms of the social impastthat may result from the
staging of a community festival. Festivalss@deen identified as one of the fastest
growing forms of leisure anwurism activities, their appéresting in the uniqueness
and festive ambience they provide. Festieals have a number of significant social
impacts on a community, and | am keereiplore those impacts that the Hadley
Music Festival may have on residents within Hadley.

The Hadley Music Festival ia participant in this resedr. The first stage of the
study is to pilot the residesitperceptions questionnaire in a focus group, in order to
identify any problems that may exist. A ‘ie& group’ consists of four (4) to twelve
(12) people of the same professional sutugr(focus). Your paicipation in this
focus group is vitain providing meaningful commés for the refinement of the
residents’ percepns questionnaire.

As a patrticipant in the focus group, you whié asked to pre-test the residents’
perceptions questionnaire,opide comments and opiniomms content, and identify
any ambiguities within the questionnaire. Tdpgestionnaire seeks opinions on a
number of impact statements, providing giiinto the perceived social impacts of
the Hadley Music Festival.

The study is conducted to meet requmiemts for the Doctor of Philosophy
(Management) under the supesien of Dr Gregory Teaand Mrs Deborah Edwards
of the School of Management aetbiniversity of Western Sydney.
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Your participation is direly voluntary and your anonymity is protected by your
name or other identifying information not appearing on any raw data or in any
written report. The focus group will haped for analysis purposes only.

| would be grateful if yowould agree to take pam this study by signing the
attached consent form. Signing this form will be regarded as consent to use the
information for research purposes.

Focus Group Participation Consent Form

| (the participant) have had an opportynio review the information sheet, and
understand that my participation is voluntand that | agree to participate in the foqus
group, knowing | can withdraw at any timé.understand that the focus group will be
taped for analysis purposes only. | have been given a copy of this form to keep.

Participant’s name:

Investigator’s name: Katie Small

Should you have any questions, or requigegifttation of any aspect regarding your
involvement in the study, please do not hesitate to contact me by telephone
0418869226 or emal.small@uws.edu.au Alternatively, you may contact one of

my supervisors; Greg Teal on (08203247 or Deborah Edwards on (02) 46203518.

Thank you,

Katie Small

NOTE: This study has been approved by the University of Western Sydney Human Research Ethics
Committee (HREC 04/102). If you have any complaints or reservations aboutitted edbnduct of

this research, you may contact the Ethics Commithrough the Researchhies Officers (tel: 02

4570 1136). Any issues you raise will be treatedonfidence and investigated fully, and you will be
informed of the outcome.
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Appendix 5: Items Reworded for Inclusion in the Final Questionnaire

WORDING IN THE FINAL
WORDING IN THE PRETEST QUESTIONNAIRE

= The festival encourages too many = During the festival there were more
visitors to my community. visitors to the community.

» There is a greater police presence durimg The presence of police during the
the festival. festival was adequate.

= Traffic was congested during the = During the festival there was increasec
festival. traffic in the community.

= The festival brings the community = The festival contributed to a sense of
together. togetherness within the community.

= During the festival there will be Lo I
: . : . = Crime in the community increased
increased opportunities for crimes in the . .
during the festival.

community.

= During the festival there will be
increased drinking and/or rowdy
behaviour.

= There is increased rowdy and delinquent
behaviour during the festival.
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Appendix 6: Items Deleted from the Final Questionnaire

ITEMS DELETED FROM THE QUESTIONNAIRE

Public transport services will be congested during the festival.

The festival will contribute to increasédsiness opportunities for locals following th
festival.

U

The festival will encourage an increasehia future use of existing recreational and
leisure facilities by locals.

The staging of this festival will encouratie restoration of existing public buildings.

During the festival, public facilities (such as ttéleparks etc.) will be maintained at 4
high standard.

The festival will encourage the local comnityrio take an interest in the region’s
culture and history.

Locals will be more aware of the cultuetivities available in their community
following the festival.

Locals will be more likely to take part fature cultural activities of their community g
a result of the festival.
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Appendix 7: New Items Added into the Final Questionnaire

NEW ITEMS ADDED TO THE FINAL QUESTIONNAIRE

» The festival provided local residents with increased opportunities for cultural
experiences.

» The festival provided local residents wiapportunities to host family and friends fron
out of town.

= A diverse range of people from the local community attended the festival.

» The festival provided opportunities for locakidents to display their musical talents.

» The festival provided fundraising opportunities for local community groups.

= During the festival, noise levels in theea surrounding the festival venues were
increased.

» Road closures and redirections during the festival inconvenienced locals.

= There is a sense of community ownership of the festival.

= The festival helps to show others why the community is unique and special.

» The festival gives the community an ineaghich encourages tourism to the region.

= Underage drinking occurred during the festival.

» The use of prohibited substandesreased during the festival.

= Community groups worked togetheraohieve the goals of the festival.

= The festival provided opportunities for mbers of the community to develop new
skills.

= Community identity is enhanced through the festival.
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Appendix 8: Cluster Means on Each of the Social Impact Variables

C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 ST ATFISTIC
df=4

Inconvenience
Increased traffic -0.1 -1.4 -0.8 -2.5 0.0 8.297*
Difficulty finding parking -0.3 -1.6 -0.9 -2.6 -0.2 7.530*
Increased noise levels -0.8 -15 -0.4 -2.8 +0.1 10.529*
Crowding in local facilities +0.2 -0.5 0.0 -1.8 +0.7 8.211*
Crowded streets +0.9 0.0 +0.9 -1.9 +1.5 12.971*
Increased litter -0.6 -2.2 -1.0 -2.4 -0.2 6.970*
Road closures -0.9 -1.6 -0.6 -2.5 -0.4 9.279*
Community Identity and Cohesion
Enhanced community identity +3.0 +1.9 +2.9 -0.1 +3|3 21.415*
Increased pride in the town +2.5 +1.6 +2.6 -1.4 +3.0 30.797*
Shows the community as unique +2.Y +1. +2 -0l +3.2 22.765*
Community ownership of the +2.5 +1.0 +2.5 -® +2.8 16.048*
festival
Positive cultural impact +2.2 +1.5 +2.4 -1.6 +2.9 34.066F
Togetherness within the community +2.2 +1.10 +2 -1 +3.0 33.44p*
Enjoyed having visitors +2.2 +1.2 +2.5 -1.7 +2.11 26.180F
An image to encourageurism +3.3 +5 +3.1 +0.2 +3.5 19.246*
Personal Frustration
Frustration with visitors -0.7 -0.9 -0.2 -2.1 -0.1 6.142*
Locals avoided the festival 0.0 -0.4 +0.3 -2.3 +0.4 11.103*
Locals take second place to visito| 0.0 -0.6 -0.1 -1.8 -0.2 4.668*
Disruption to normal routines -0.8 -0.8 -0.1 -2.5 +0.4 12.385*
Entertainment and Socialisation Opportunities
More visitors to the community +3.8 +2.9 +3.6 -0.2 +4)0 24.431*
Entertainmenbpportunities +3.4 +3.0 +3.6 +1.0 +3.9 18.597*
Opportunities for social interaction +2.7 +1.4 +3. +0 +3.3 27.502*
Meet new people +2.2 +1.4 +2.5 -0.3 +2.6 18.944F
Shared family experiences +2.6 +1.8 +3.0 -0.2 +2.9 18.464*
Cultural experiences +2.5 +1.77 +3.0 -1.2 +2.9 38.288*
Diverse range of locals attended +2.8 +1.9 +2.3 +0.2 +2.7 8.190*
Hostfamily andfriends +3.0 +2.3 +3.2 +1.0 +3.4 11.188*
Community Growth and Development
Develop new skills +1.6 +1.1 +2.2 -1.2 +2.6 20.854*
Job opportunities +2.1 +1.4 +2.1 -0.1 +2.6 9.037*
Fundraising opportunities +2.5 +2.1 +3.0 +0.6 +3.6 11.745*
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Display musical talents +2.4 +2.0 +2.8 +0.3 +2.9 10.563*
Community groups work together| +3.1 +2.3 +3.3 +0.9 +3.5 14.719*
Behavioural Consequences

Vandalismincreased -0.8 -2.0 -1.7 -2.8 -1.2 4.833*
Delinquentbehaviour -1.0 -1.9 -1.4 -2.6 -1.2 3.615*
Underagedrinking -1.3 -2.6 -1.9 -2.9 -1.7 2.313
Miscellaneous Impacts

Increased trade +3.6 +2.5 +3.5 +1.2 +3.6 12.461*
Larger range of goods and servicg +1.9 +1.2 +1.9 -0.3 +2.3 9.672*
Increased price of goods and 0.1 -0.8 0.4 1.0 0.2 1.379
services

Adequate police presence +1.5 -0.1 +1.6 -0.6 +2.0 7.079*
Increased use of prohibited 0.7 29 1.4 28 1.3 1.983
substances

Increased crime -0.7 -2.1 -1.0 -2.8 -0.9 6.480*

a

Higher scores indicate large levels of impact (eipamitive or negative) foeach impact statement.
b

Scale range -5 to +5 feach impact statement.

* Differences are significant at the 5% level
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Appendix 9: Post Hoc Tests — Inconvenience

A. Increased traffic

MEAN

(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS DIFFERENCE (I-J) SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte 1.320 .087
Attendees .695 .488
Avoiders 2.401* .000
Volunteers -.072 1.000
Economically Connecte Tolerators -1.320 .087
Attendees -.625 743
Avoiders 1.081 .299
Volunteers -1.392 .075
Attendees Tolerators -.695 .488
Economically Connecte .625 743
Avoiders 1.706* .003
Volunteers -.767 430
Avoiders Tolerators -2.401* .000
Economically Connecte -1.081 .299
Attendees -1.706* .003
Volunteers -2.473* .000
Volunteers Tolerators .072 1.000
Economically Connecte 1.392 .075
Attendees 767 430
Avoiders 2.473* .000
* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
B. Difficulty finding car parking
(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte 1.258 .149
Attendees .485 .811
Avoiders 2.334* .000
Volunteers -112 .999
Economically Connecte Tolerators -1.258 .149
Attendees -774 .608
Avoiders 1.075 .349
Volunteers -1.370 .107
Attendees Tolerators -.485 .811
Economically Connecte 774 .608
Avoiders 1.849* .002
Volunteers -597 .695
Avoiders Tolerators -2.334* .000
Economically Connecte -1.075 .349
Attendees -1.849* .002
Volunteers -2.446* .000
Volunteers Tolerators 112 .999
Economically Connecte 1.370 .107
Attendees .597 .695
Avoiders 2.446* .000

* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
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C. Increased noise levels

(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte .647 716
Attendees -431 .847
Avoiders 1.917* .001
Volunteers -971 .196
Economically Connecte Tolerators -.647 716
Attendees -1.078 192
Avoiders 1.270 125
Volunteers -1.618* .016
Attendees Tolerators 431 .847
Economically Connecte 1.078 192
Avoiders 2.348* .000
Volunteers -.539 718
Avoiders Tolerators -1.917* .001
Economically Connecte -1.270 125
Attendees -2.348* .000
Volunteers -2.888* .000
Volunteers Tolerators 971 .196
Economically Connecte 1.618* .016
Attendeeg 539 718
Avoiders 2.888* .000
* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
D. Crowding in local facilities
(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte .689 .649
Attendees 167 .994
Avoiders 2.010* .000
Volunteers -.525 762
Economically Connecte Tolerators -.689 .649
Attendeeg -.523 .826
Avoiders 1.321 .088
Volunteers -1.214 133
Attendees Tolerators -.167 .994
Economically Connecte 523 .826
Avoiders 1.844* .000
Volunteers -.691 493
Avoiders Tolerators -2.010* .000
Economically Connecte -1.321 .088
Attendees -1.844* .000
Volunteers -2.535*% .000
Volunteers Tolerators 525 .762
Economically Connecte 1.214 133
Attendeeg .691 493
Avoiders 2.535* .000

* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
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E. Crowded streets

(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte .808 525
Attendees -.037 1.000
Avoiders 2.695* .000
Volunteers -.691 .554
Economically Connecte Tolerators -.808 525
Attendees -.845 456
Avoiders 1.887* .006
Volunteers -1.499* .040
Attendees Tolerators .037 1.000
Economically Connecte .845 456
Avoiders 2.732* .000
Volunteers -.654 .581
Avoiders Tolerators -2.695* .000
Economically Connecte -1.887* .006
Attendees -2.732% .000
Volunteers -3.386* .000
Volunteers Tolerators .691 .554
Economically Connecte 1.499* .040
Attendees .654 .581
Avoiders 3.386* .000
* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
F. Increased litter
(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte 1.591* .031
Attendees 452 .869
Avoiders 1.812* .004
Volunteers -.390 .930
Economically Connecte Tolerators -1.591* .031
Attendees -1.139 .164
Avoiders 221 .994
Volunteers -1.981* .002
Attendees Tolerators -.452 .869
Economically Connecte 1.139 .164
Avoiders 1.360* .033
Volunteers -.842 .319
Avoiders Tolerators -1.812* .004
Economically Connecte -221 .994
Attendees -1.360* .033
Volunteers -2.201* .000
Volunteers Tolerators .390 .930
Economically Connecte 1.981* .002
Attendees .842 .319
Avoiders 2.201* .000

* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level

259




G. Road closures

(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte .693 432
Attendees -.301 .901
Avoiders 1.517* .000
Volunteers -.529 577
Economically Connecte Tolerators -.693 432
Attendees -.994 .095
Avoiders .824 291
Volunteers -1.222* .029
Attendees Tolerators .301 .901
Economically Connecte .994 .095
Avoiders 1.818* .000
Volunteers -.228 .966
Avoiders Tolerators -1.517* .000
Economically Connecte -.824 291
Attendees -1.818* .000
Volunteers -2.046* .000
Volunteers Tolerators .529 577
Economically Connecte 1.222* .029
Attendeeg .228 .966
Avoiders 2.046* .000

* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
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Appendix 10: Post Hoc Tests - Community Identity and Cohesion

A. Enhanced community identity

(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte 1.065 .069
Attendees 113 .997
Avoiders 3.131* .000
Volunteers -.329 .877
Economically Connecte Tolerators -1.065 .069
Attendees -.952 117
Avoiders 2.066* .000
Volunteers -1.394* .008
Attendees Tolerators -.113 .997
Economically Connecte .952 117
Avoiders 3.018* .000
Volunteers -.442 .676
Avoiders Tolerators -3.131* .000
Economically Connecte -2.066* .000
Attendees -3.018* .000
Volunteers -3.460* .000
Volunteers Tolerators .329 877
Economically Connecte 1.394* .008
Attendees 442 .676
Avoiders 3.460* .000
* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
B. Increased pride in the town
(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ ;ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte .877 .335
Attendees -.156 .995
Avoiders 3.921* .000
Volunteers -537 .665
Economically Connecte Tolerators -.877 .335
Attendees -1.033 .153
Avoiders 3.044* .000
Volunteers -1.414* .020
Attendees Tolerators .156 .995
Economically Connecte 1.033 .153
Avoiders 4.077* .000
Volunteers -.381 .855
Avoiders Tolerators -3.921* .000
Economically Connecte -3.044* .000
Attendees -4.077* .000
Volunteers -4.459* .000
Volunteers Tolerators 537 .665
Economically Connecte 1.414* .020
Attendees .381 .855
Avoiders 4.459* .000

* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
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C. Shows the community as unique

(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte 1.059 .076
Attendees -.098 .998
Avoiders 3.125* .000
Volunteers -.508 .610
Economically Connecte Tolerators -1.059 .076
Attendees -1.157* .035
Avoiders 2.067* .000
Volunteers -1.567* .002
Attendees Tolerators .098 .998
Economically Connecte 1.157* .035
Avoiders 3.224* .000
Volunteers -.410 762
Avoiders Tolerators -3.125* .000
Economically Connecte -2.067* .000
Attendees -3.224* .000
Volunteers -3.634* .000
Volunteers Tolerators .508 .610
Economically Connecte 1.567* .002
Attendees 410 .762
Avoiders 3.634* .000
* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
D. Community ownership of the festival
(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte 1.500* .014
Attendees .042 1.000
Avoiders 3.127* .000
Volunteers -.338 .928
Economically Connecte Tolerators -1.500* .014
Attendees -1.458* .013
Avoiders 1.627* .015
Volunteers -1.838* .001
Attendees Tolerators -.042 1.000
Economically Connecte 1.458* .013
Avoiders 3.086* .000
Volunteers -.380 .876
Avoiders Tolerators -3.127* .000
Economically Connecte -1.627* .015
Attendees -3.086* .000
Volunteers -3.465* .000
Volunteers Tolerators .338 .928
Economically Connecte 1.838* .001
Attendees .380 .876
Avoiders 3.465*% .000

* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
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E. Positive cultural impact

(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte .637 .560
Attendees -.440 .718
Avoiders 3.744* .000
Volunteers -737 278
Economically Connecte Tolerators -.637 .560
Attendees -1.078 .060
Avoiders 3.107* .000
Volunteers -1.374* .011
Attendees Tolerators 440 .718
Economically Connecte 1.078 .060
Avoiders 4.185* .000
Volunteers -.297 915
Avoiders Tolerators -3.744* .000
Economically Connecte -3.107* .000
Attendees -4.185* .000
Volunteers -4.481* .000
Volunteers Tolerators 737 .278
Economically Connecte 1.374* 011
Attendeeg .297 .915
Avoiders 4.481* .000
* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
F. Togetherness within the community
(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte 1.090 .090
Attendees -.459 .709
Avoiders 3.640* .000
Volunteers -721 .296
Economically Connecte Tolerators -1.090 .090
Attendeeg -1.550* .003
Avoiders 2.550* .000
Volunteers -1.812* .000
Attendees Tolerators .459 .709
Economically Connecte 1.550* .003
Avoiders 4.100* .000
Volunteers -.262 .949
Avoiders Tolerators -3.640* .000
Economically Connecte -2.550* .000
Attendees -4.100* .000
Volunteers -4.362* .000
Volunteers Tolerators 721 .296
Economically Connecte 1.812* .000
Attendeeg .262 .949
Avoiders 4.362* .000

* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
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G. Enjoyed having visitors

(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte 1.058 152
Attendees -.222 977
Avoiders 3.944* .000
Volunteers 113 .999
Economically Connecte Tolerators -1.058 152
Attendees -1.281* .035
Avoiders 2.886* .000
Volunteers -.945 .259
Attendees Tolerators 222 977
Economically Connecte 1.281* .035
Avoiders 4.166* .000
Volunteers .336 .907
Avoiders Tolerators -3.944* .000
Economically Connecte -2.886* .000
Attendees -4.166* .000
Volunteers -3.830* .000
Volunteers Tolerators -.113 .999
Economically Connecte .945 .259
Attendees -.336 .907
Avoiders 3.830* .000
* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
H. Animage to encourage tourism
(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte .781 .280
Attendees .206 .966
Avoiders 3.124* .000
Volunteers -.192 .980
Economically Connecte Tolerators -.781 .280
Attendees -575 .580
Avoiders 2.342* .000
Volunteers -.973 124
Attendees Tolerators -.206 .966
Economically Connecte 575 .580
Avoiders 2.918* .000
Volunteers -.398 757
Avoiders Tolerators -3.124* .000
Economically Connecte -2.342*% .000
Attendees -2.918* .000
Volunteers -3.315* .000
Volunteers Tolerators 192 .980
Economically Connecte .973 124
Attendees .398 757
Avoiders 3.315* .000

* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
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Appendix 11: Post Hoc Tests - Personal Frustration

A. Frustration with visitors

(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte 192 .995
Attendees -.425 .835
Avoiders 1.442* .013
Volunteers -.568 .697
Economically Connecte Tolerators -.192 .995
Attendees -.618 .675
Avoiders 1.250 .097
Volunteers -.760 537
Attendees Tolerators 425 .835
Economically Connecte .618 675
Avoiders 1.867* .000
Volunteers -.142 .997
Avoiders Tolerators -1.442* .013
Economically Connecte -1.250 .097
Attendees -1.867* .000
Volunteers -2.010* .000
Volunteers Tolerators .568 .697
Economically Connecte .760 537
Attendees 142 .997
Avoiders 2.010* .000
* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
B. Locals avoided the festival
(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ ;ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte 351 .962
Attendees -.321 .944
Avoiders 2.321* .000
Volunteers -.391 .909
Economically Connecte Tolerators -.351 .962
Attendees -.672 .651
Avoiders 1.970* .002
Volunteers -742 .598
Attendees Tolerators 321 .944
Economically Connecte 672 .651
Avoiders 2.642* .000
Volunteers -.070 1.000
Avoiders Tolerators -2.321* .000
Economically Connecte -1.970* .002
Attendees -2.642* .000
Volunteers -2.712* .000
Volunteers Tolerators 391 .909
Economically Connecte 742 .598
Attendees .070 1.000
Avoiders 2.712* .000

* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
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C. Locals take second place to visitors

(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte .638 .703
Attendees .143 .997
Avoiders 1.788* .001
Volunteers 261 .975
Economically Connecte Tolerators -.638 .703
Attendees -.496 .841
Avoiders 1.150 175
Volunteers -.378 .945
Attendees Tolerators -.143 .997
Economically Connecte 496 .841
Avoiders 1.646* .001
Volunteers 118 .999
Avoiders Tolerators -1.788* .001
Economically Connecte -1.150 175
Attendees -1.646* .001
Volunteers -1.528* .008
Volunteers Tolerators -.261 .975
Economically Connecte .378 .945
Attendees -.118 .999
Avoiders 1.528* .008
* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
D. Disruption to normal routines
(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte .019 1.000
Attendees -.745 .260
Avoiders 1.636* .001
Volunteers -1.250* .016
Economically Connecte Tolerators -.019 1.000
Attendees -.764 432
Avoiders 1.617* .008
Volunteers -1.269 .059
Attendees Tolerators .745 .260
Economically Connecte 764 432
Avoiders 2.381* .000
Volunteers -.505 .698
Avoiders Tolerators -1.636* .001
Economically Connecte -1.617* .008
Attendees -2.381* .000
Volunteers -2.886* .000
Volunteers Tolerators 1.250* .016
Economically Connecte 1.269 .059
Attendees .505 .698
Avoiders 2.886* .000

* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
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Appendix 12: Post Hoc Tests - Entertainment and Socialisation Opportunities

A. More visitors to the community

MEAN DIFFERENCE

(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS (1-) SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte .865 .349
Attendees 192 .987
Avoiders 4.001* .000
Volunteers -.102 .999
Economically Connecte Tolerators -.865 .349
Attendees -.673 .598
Avoiders 3.135* .000
Volunteers -.967 .280
Attendees Tolerators -.192 .987
Economically Connecte .673 .598
Avoiders 3.808* .000
Volunteers -.294 .950
Avoiders Tolerators -4.001* .000
Economically Connecte -3.135* .000
Attendees -3.808* .000
Volunteers -4.102* .000
Volunteers Tolerators 102 .999
Economically Connecte .967 .280
Attendees .294 .950
Avoiders 4.102* .000
* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
B. Entertainment opportunities
(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte 435 725
Attendees -.181 971
Avoiders 2.448* .000
Volunteers -.408 .684
Economically Connecte Tolerators -.435 725
Attendees -.617 377
Avoiders 2.013* .000
Volunteers -.844 .138
Attendees Tolerators 181 971
Economically Connecte .617 377
Avoiders 2.630* .000
Volunteers -.227 .945
Avoiders Tolerators -2.448* .000
Economically Connecte -2.013* .000
Attendees -2.630* .000
Volunteers -2.857* .000
Volunteers Tolerators .408 .684
Economically Connecte .844 .138
Attendees 227 .945
Avoiders 2.857* .000

* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
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C. Opportunities for social interaction

(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte 779 134
Attendees -.674 .096
Avoiders 2.555* .000
Volunteers -.627 199
Economically Connecte Tolerators -779 134
Attendees -1.453* .000
Avoiders 1.776* .000
Volunteers -1.406* .000
Attendees Tolerators 674 .096
Economically Connecte 1.453* .000
Avoiders 3.229* .000
Volunteers .047 1.000
Avoiders Tolerators -2.555* .000
Economically Connecte -1.776* .000
Attendees -3.229* .000
Volunteers -3.182* .000
Volunteers Tolerators .627 199
Economically Connecte 1.406* .000
Attendees -.047 1.000
Avoiders 3.182* .000
* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
D. Meet new people
(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ ;ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte .885 .100
Attendees -.298 .860
Avoiders 2.570* .000
Volunteers -.356 797
Economically Connecte Tolerators -.885 .100
Attendees -1.183* .008
Avoiders 1.685* .000
Volunteers -1.241* .007
Attendees Tolerators .298 .860
Economically Connecte 1.183* .008
Avoiders 2.868* .000
Volunteers -.058 1.000
Avoiders Tolerators -2.570* .000
Economically Connecte -1.685* .000
Attendees -2.868* .000
Volunteers -2.926* .000
Volunteers Tolerators .356 797
Economically Connecte 1.241* .007
Attendees .058 1.000
Avoiders 2.926* .000

* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
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E. Shared family experiences

(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte .785 .217
Attendees -.457 .557
Avoiders 2.769* .000
Volunteers -.342 .831
Economically Connecte Tolerators -.785 217
Attendees -1.243* .006
Avoiders 1.983* .000
Volunteers -1.127* .026
Attendees Tolerators .457 .557
Economically Connecte 1.243* .006
Avoiders 3.226* .000
Volunteers 15 .996
Avoiders Tolerators -2.769*% .000
Economically Connecte -1.983* .000
Attendees -3.226* .000
Volunteers -3.111* .000
Volunteers Tolerators .342 .831
Economically Connecte 1.127* .026
Attendeeg -.115 .996
Avoiders 3.111* .000
* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
F. Cultural experiences
(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte .858 .102
Attendees -.500 .400
Avoiders 3.687* .000
Volunteers -.400 .679
Economically Connecte Tolerators -.858 .102
Attendeeg -1.358* .001
Avoiders 2.828* .000
Volunteers -1.258* .004
Attendees Tolerators .500 .400
Economically Connecte 1.358* .001
Avoiders 4.187* .000
Volunteers .100 .997
Avoiders Tolerators -3.687* .000
Economically Connecte -2.828* .000
Attendees -4.187* .000
Volunteers -4.086* .000
Volunteers Tolerators .400 .679
Economically Connecte 1.258* .004
Attendeeg -.100 .997
Avoiders 4.086* .000

* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
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G. Diverse range of locals attended

(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte 467 .831
Attendees .013 1.000
Avoiders 2.137* .000
Volunteers -.355 .887
Economically Connecte Tolerators -.467 .831
Attendees -.454 .790
Avoiders 1.669* .005
Volunteers -.822 .279
Attendees Tolerators -.013 1.000
Economically Connecte 454 .790
Avoiders 2.123* .000
Volunteers -.368 .806
Avoiders Tolerators -2.137* .000
Economically Connecte -1.669* .005
Attendees -2.123* .000
Volunteers -2.491* .000
Volunteers Tolerators .355 .887
Economically Connecte .822 279
Attendees .368 .806
Avoiders 2.491* .000
* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
H. Host family and friends
(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ ;ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte .686 .370
Attendees -.236 .940
Avoiders 1.983* .000
Volunteers - 477 .605
Economically Connecte Tolerators -.686 .370
Attendees -.923 .098
Avoiders 1.296* .020
Volunteers -1.163* .026
Attendees Tolerators .236 .940
Economically Connecte .923 .098
Avoiders 2.219* .000
Volunteers -.240 .947
Avoiders Tolerators -1.983* .000
Economically Connecte -1.296* .020
Attendees -2.219* .000
Volunteers -2.459* .000
Volunteers Tolerators A77 .605
Economically Connecte 1.163* .026
Attendees .240 .947
Avoiders 2.459* .000

* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
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Appendix 13: Post Hoc Tests - Community Growth and Development

A. Develop new skills

(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte 525 712
Attendees -.548 .530
Avoiders 2.828* .000
Volunteers -.960 .058
Economically Connecte Tolerators -.525 712
Attendees -1.073 .057
Avoiders 2.303* .000
Volunteers -1.486* .002
Attendees Tolerators .548 .530
Economically Connecte 1.073 .057
Avoiders 3.376* .000
Volunteers -412 .740
Avoiders Tolerators -2.828* .000
Economically Connecte -2.303* .000
Attendees -3.376* .000
Volunteers -3.788* .000
Volunteers Tolerators .960 .058
Economically Connecte 1.486* .002
Attendees 412 .740
Avoiders 3.788* .000
* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
B. Job opportunities
(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ ;ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte 757 .503
Attendees .058 1.000
Avoiders 2.167* .000
Volunteers -521 .729
Economically Connecte Tolerators -.757 .503
Attendees -.699 .540
Avoiders 1.410* .045
Volunteers -1.278 .057
Attendees Tolerators -.058 1.000
Economically Connecte .699 .540
Avoiders 2.109* .000
Volunteers -579 591
Avoiders Tolerators -2.167* .000
Economically Connecte -1.410* .045
Attendees -2.109* .000
Volunteers -2.688* .000
Volunteers Tolerators 521 .729
Economically Connecte 1.278 .057
Attendees 579 591
Avoiders 2.688* .000

* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
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C. Fundraising opportunities

(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte 469 .883
Attendees -.447 .829
Avoiders 1.880* .001
Volunteers -1.102 .080
Economically Connecte Tolerators -.469 .883
Attendees -.916 .299
Avoiders 1.411* .047
Volunteers -1.571* .010
Attendees Tolerators 447 .829
Economically Connecte .916 .299
Avoiders 2.327* .000
Volunteers -.655 .465
Avoiders Tolerators -1.880* .001
Economically Connecte -1.411* .047
Attendees -2.327* .000
Volunteers -2.982* .000
Volunteers Tolerators 1.102 .080
Economically Connecte 1.571* .010
Attendees .655 .465
Avoiders 2.982* .000
* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
D. Display musical talents
(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ ;ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte .319 .953
Attendees -.389 .842
Avoiders 2.092* .000
Volunteers -524 .662
Economically Connecte Tolerators -.319 .953
Attendees -.707 .469
Avoiders 1.773* .002
Volunteers -.842 .310
Attendees Tolerators .389 .842
Economically Connecte .707 .469
Avoiders 2.481* .000
Volunteers -.135 .996
Avoiders Tolerators -2.092* .000
Economically Connecte -1.773* .002
Attendees -2.481* .000
Volunteers -2.615* .000
Volunteers Tolerators 524 .662
Economically Connecte .842 .310
Attendees 135 .996
Avoiders 2.615* .000

* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
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E. Community groups work together

(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte .814 152
Attendees -.197 .965
Avoiders 2.228* .000
Volunteers -.452 .608
Economically Connecte Tolerators -.814 152
Attendees -1.011* .030
Avoiders 1.414* .003
Volunteers -1.266* .005
Attendees Tolerators 197 .965
Economically Connecte 1.011* .030
Avoiders 2.425* .000
Volunteers -.255 .918
Avoiders Tolerators -2.228* .000
Economically Connecte -1.414* .003
Attendees -2.425*% .000
Volunteers -2.680* .000
Volunteers Tolerators 452 .608
Economically Connecte 1.266* .005
Attendeeg .255 .918
Avoiders 2.680* .000

* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
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Appendix 14: Post Hoc Tests - Behavioural Consequences

A. Vandalism increased

(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte 1.276 .150
Attendees 917 .366
Avoiders 2.022* .001
Volunteers 495 .878
Economically Connecte Tolerators -1.276 .150
Attendees -.360 .960
Avoiders 746 .617
Volunteers -781 .603
Attendees Tolerators -.917 .366
Economically Connecte .360 .960
Avoiders 1.105 133
Volunteers -422 911
Avoiders Tolerators -2.022* .001
Economically Connecte -.746 .617
Attendees -1.105 133
Volunteers -1.527* .017
Volunteers Tolerators -.495 .878
Economically Connecte .781 .603
Attendees 422 911
Avoiders 1.527* .017
* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
B. Delinquent behaviour
(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte .970 312
Attendees 426 .861
Avoiders 1.580* .008
Volunteers .199 .993
Economically Connecte Tolerators -.970 .312
Attendees -.544 770
Avoiders .609 743
Volunteers -771 .533
Attendees Tolerators -.426 .861
Economically Connecte 544 770
Avoiders 1.153 .055
Volunteers -.227 .983
Avoiders Tolerators -1.580* .008
Economically Connecte -.609 743
Attendees -1.153 .055
Volunteers -1.380* .025
Volunteers Tolerators -.199 .993
Economically Connecte 771 .533
Attendees 227 .983
Avoiders 1.380* .025

* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
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Appendix 15: Post Hoc Tests - Miscellaneous Impacts

A. Increased trade

(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte 1.045 .065
Attendees 101 .998
Avoiders 2.424* .000
Volunteers -.020 1.000
Economically Connecte Tolerators -1.045 .065
Attendees -.945 .118
Avoiders 1.379* .013
Volunteers -1.065 .075
Attendees Tolerators -.101 .998
Economically Connecte .945 .118
Avoiders 2.323* .000
Volunteers -121 .997
Avoiders Tolerators -2.424* .000
Economically Connecte -1.379* .013
Attendees -2.323* .000
Volunteers -2.444* .000
Volunteers Tolerators .020 1.000
Economically Connecte 1.065 .075
Attendees 121 .997
Avoiders 2.444* .000
* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
B. Larger range of goods and services
(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ ;ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte .654 .554
Attendees -.064 1.000
Avoiders 2.203* .000
Volunteers -.397 .836
Economically Connecte Tolerators -.654 .554
Attendees -.718 419
Avoiders 1.549* 011
Volunteers -1.051 113
Attendees Tolerators .064 1.000
Economically Connecte .718 419
Avoiders 2.267* .000
Volunteers -.333 .890
Avoiders Tolerators -2.203* .000
Economically Connecte -1.549* 011
Attendees -2.267* .000
Volunteers -2.600* .000
Volunteers Tolerators .397 .836
Economically Connecte 1.051 113
Attendees .333 .890
Avoiders 2.600* .000

* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
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C. Adequate police presence

(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ f)ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte 1.632 .073
Attendees -.085 1.000
Avoiders 2.063* .005
Volunteers -514 .870
Economically Connecte Tolerators -1.632 .073
Attendees -1.717* .032
Avoiders 431 .965
Volunteers -2.146* .004
Attendees Tolerators .085 1.000
Economically Connecte 1.717* .032
Avoiders 2.148* .001
Volunteers -.429 .904
Avoiders Tolerators -2.063* .005
Economically Connecte -.431 .965
Attendees -2.148* .001
Volunteers -2.577* .000
Volunteers Tolerators 514 .870
Economically Connecte 2.146* .004
Attendees 429 .904
Avoiders 2.577* .000
* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
D. Increased crime
(I) CLUSTERS (J) CLUSTERS MEAN D(IIF_ ;ERENCE SIG.
Tolerators| Economically Connecte 1.435 134
Attendees .323 .978
Avoiders 2.164* .001
Volunteers .253 .992
Economically Connecte Tolerators -1.435 134
Attendees -1.111 .267
Avoiders 729 .679
Volunteers -1.182 231
Attendees Tolerators -.323 .978
Economically Connecte 1.111 .267
Avoiders 1.840* .002
Volunteers -.071 1.000
Avoiders Tolerators -2.164* .001
Economically Connecte -.729 .679
Attendees -1.840* .002
Volunteers -1.911* .002
Volunteers Tolerators -.253 .992
Economically Connecte 1.182 231
Attendees .071 1.000
Avoiders 1.911* .002

* The mean difference is significant at the 5% level
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