Given that the UNWTO forecasts show that the UK will not grow as much as in previous periods and that
tourism demand for Portugal is highly dependent from this market, policy‐makers should redefine tourism
strategy for Portugal, given that the exogenous events described above may cease to occur. Since emerging
economies are growing faster, perhaps countries like China, Angola or Brazil should be the primary focus to
attract (in the long‐run), since there is already statistical evidence of a demand surge from these origins.
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ABSTRACT. Residents tend to have high expectations about the benefits of hosting a mega‐event. So, it was
not surprising that the nomination of Guimarães, Portugal, as the 2012 European Capital of Culture (2012
ECOC) had raised great expectations in the local community towards its socio‐economic and cultural
benefits. The present research was designed to examine the Guimarães residents’ perceptions on the
impacts of hosting the 2012 ECOC approached in two different time schedules, the pre‐ and the post‐event,
trying to capture the evolution of the residents` evaluation of its impacts. For getting the data, two surveys
were applied to Guimarães` residents, one in the pre‐event phase, in 2011, and another in the post‐event
phase, in 2013. This approach is uncommonly applied to Portugal data and it is even the first time it was
done to a Portuguese European Capital of Culture. After a factor analysis, the results of t‐tests indicate that
there were significant differences (p<0.05) between the samples from the pre‐ and post‐2012 ECOC on two
positive impact factors (Community’ benefits and Residents’ benefits) and one negative impact factor
(Economic, social and environmental costs). Respondents also showed a negative perception of the impacts
in all dimensions, except Changes in habits of Guimarães residents.
Keywords: Guimarães 2012 ECOC; mega‐events impacts; residents’ perceptions; temporal effects.
PERCEÇÃO DOS RESIDENTES DOS IMPACTES DO ACOLHIMENTO DE “GUIMARÃES 2012 EUROPEAN CAPITAL
OF CULTURE”: COMPARAÇÃO DO ANTES E DEPOIS EVENTO
RESUMO. Os residentes tendem a ter grandes expectativas sobre os benefícios de acolherem uma mega
evento. Por isso, não surpreende que a designação de Guimarães como Capital Europeia da Cultura em 2012
(2012 ECOC) tenha criado grandes expectativas para a comunidade local em relação aos benefícios
sócioeconómicos e culturais. Este estudo analisa a perceção dos residentes de Guimarães sobre os impactos
do acolhimento da Capital Europeia da Cultura em 2012. Esta análise é realizada em dois períodos, o antes e
depois do evento, procurando captar a evolução da avaliação dos impactos pelos residentes. Os dados foram
recolhidos através de duas sondagens administradas aos residentes de Guimarães, uma na fase antes do
evento, em 2011, a outra na fase pós evento, em 2013. Esta abordagem é raramente usada em Portugal,
sendo a primeira realizada a uma Capital Europeia da Cultura. Depois da análise fatorial os resultados dos
testes t indicam que existem diferenças significativas (p<0.05) entre as amostras dos dois períodos do
evento. Dois fatores tiveram impacto positivo (Benefícios para a comunidade e residentes) e um impacto
negativo (Custos económicos sociais e ambientais). Os inquiridos também manifestaram uma perceção
negativa dos impactos em todas as dimensões, exceto “Mudança nos hábitos dos residentes de Guimarães”.

1. INTRODUCTION
Residents tend to have high expectations about the benefits of hosting a mega‐event, namely the creation of
new infrastructure, GDP and employment growth, image enhancement and derived tourism attraction and
sustainable growth of the cultural supply. Nevertheless, they normally recognize that some costs will occur
(Kim and Petrick; 2005; Kim, Gursoy and Lee, 2006; Ritchie, Shipway and Cleeve, 2009; Gursoy et al., 2011).
So, it was not surprising that the nomination of Guimarães, a small city located in the Northwest of Portugal,
as one of the two cities that hold the 2012 European Capital of Culture (2012 ECOC), had raised great
expectations in the local community towards its socio‐economic and cultural benefits.
The present research was designed to examine the Guimarães residents’ perceptions on the impacts of
hosting the 2012 ECOC approached in two different time schedules: the pre‐ and the post‐event, trying to
capture the evolution of the residents` evaluation of its impacts. For getting the data two surveys were
applied to Guimarães residents, one pre‐event, in 2011, and another post‐event, in 2013.
The questionnaires applied were directed, in both periods, to the residents of the municipality and
contained questions about their perception on the cultural event, namely personal feelings and perceived
economic, social, cultural, environmental and tourism impacts.
The evaluation of Guimarães residents was thought to be essential for getting an accurate evaluation of the
impact of the mega‐event as they were a main part of the hosting process and, certainly, its impacts were
mainly felt by them and, in most cases, will go on affecting them in the short and long term future.
The research was thought to be socially pertinent, additionally, as the opinions collected through the surveys
can help to avoid the recurrence of common mistakes during the organization of similar mega‐events in the
future and to increase the derived positive impacts of their hosting. When we speak of the social pertinence
of the empirical results gotten, we want to underline that the expertise acquired can be useful no matter the
hosting city or country we are considering.
This approach is uncommonly applied to Portugal data and it is even the first time it was used in the context
of the evaluation of a European Capitals of Culture hosted by Portugal. A factor analysis and t‐tests was used
to treat data collected.
This paper is organized as follows: in the first section a review of the literature is conducted on expected
impacts of mega‐event and on the perceptions of the hosting communities towards those impacts; section
two presents a summary characterization of the city of Guimarães and identifies the methodology used in
the empirical approach; in the third section we present the main results of the empirical application,
followed by the discussion of the results gotten; finally, we will have the conclusions, which includes a few
policy recommendations and possible paths for future research.
2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1.The ECOC as a mega event
A consensus has not yet been found on the definition of mega‐event but it is generally taken as a large‐scale
event (cultural, sporting and, even, commercial) of one year or less of duration (Ritchie, 1984; Roche, 1994;
Richie and Hall, 1999; Roche, 2000; Liu, 2012). Its dramatic character, mass popular appeal and international
significance or international magnitudes have been also underlined (Roche, 2000; Liu 2012). Kim, Gursoy and
Lee (2006) take them as one‐off and short‐term events that usually generate long term impacts on the
hosting communities.
Mills and Rosentraub (2013) also identified this phenomenon as significant national or global events (they
refered to competitions), emphasising that it produces extensive levels of participation and media coverage
and, then, often requires large public investments into, both, event infrastructure and general
infrastructures. The opportunity for giving large external visibility and promoting the city or the territory as a
welcoming one has been also emphasized by Deccio and Baloglu (2002), as well as by Kim, Gursoy and Lee
(2006) and Strauf and Schere (2012), among others.
Having in mind the magnitudes of and resources involved in the organization of these events, they are
typically organized by a variable combination of national governmental and international non‐governmental
organizations (Kim, Gursoy and Lee, 2006; Gursoy et al., 2011).
In various studies, we also encounter the definition firstly advanced by Ritchie (1984) and retaken later by
Richie and Hall (1999) that mega or hallmark events are major one‐time or recurring events of limited
duration, developed primarily to enhance the awareness, appeal, and profitability of tourism destinations in
the short and/or long term, envisaging responding to seasonal tourist demand problems (Ritchie and Hall,
1999; Gursoy et al., 2011).
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Even if the implementation of the mega‐event is limited in time, its preparation goes on for several years
(Santos, 2002) as well as its future impacts, either in terms of induced costs or benefits, including the
tourism one, that is, the eventual effect in terms of attracting visitors to the destination. As mentioned, they
are certainly an important economic asset with participants and visitors being attracted to the destination,
both, directly and indirectly (Kang and Perdue, 1994; Bramwell, 1997; Strauf and Scherer, 2010; Kaiser et al.,
2013).
Some other characteristics are: its institutional framework and programming which, for assuring an enlarged
impact, must have an international character; the quantity and diversity of the events, namely if we are
dealing with a cultural or artistic one; and the mobilization of various types of public (visitors and spectators)
and the amount of public participation aimed (Santos, 2002).
A European Capital of Culture is an example of an annual mega‐event (Palonen, 2011) and it can be used to
reinforce the image of the hosting city at national and international level. The idea of implementing
European Capitals of Culture was born in Athens, in 1985. Twenty nine years later, the European Capitals of
Culture are the most ambitious cultural project kept in Europe, with budgets that exceed any other cultural
event.
The intensity of the cultural activity normally performed in the aim of a European Capitals of Culture (ECOC)
and the duration of the project, makes of it a mega‐event. This mega‐event is the perfect one for challenging
citizens, to cause feelings of citizenship through participation, and is also an opportunity for regenerating the
hosting urban space (Palonen, 2011).
In summary, we can say that a mega‐event corresponds to an event of large‐scale that claims large amount
of resources (human and financial) to be staged and tends to generate long‐term impacts on host
communities (Ritchie, 1984; Richie and Hall, 1999; Roche, 2000; Ritchie, Shipway and Cleeve, 2009; Gursoy
et al., 2011; Liu, 2012).
2.2‐The impacts of an ECOC
The impacts of an ECOC can be of economic, socio‐cultural, psychological, environmental, political and image
nature, and can be, both, positive or negative (Kim, Gursoy and Lee, 2006; Ritchie, Shipway and Cleeve,
2009; Gursoy et al., 2011). Referring to those impacts, Kim, Gursoy, and Lee, 2006, use the term “profound”.
According to the same authors, followed in that idea by Ritchie, Shipway and Cleeve (2009) and Gursoy et al.
(2011), namely, in the pre‐period of hosting the mega‐event, residents’ tend to ignore or devaluate the
negative impacts and to venerate the expected benefits.
Regarding those impacts, in what concerns the economic ones, normally, there is place to include the
increasing of employment and retail opportunities, the growth of the income that tends to increase before,
during and after the hosting of the mega‐event (Gursoy and Kendall, 2006; Langen, 2008; Langen and Garcia,
2009; Ritchie, Shipway and Cleeve, 2009; Gursoy et al., 2011). But, as mentioned, there is place to add, also,
the opportunity for more advertising of the products and services of the hosting city and country (Jeong and
Faulkner, 1996; Deccio and Baloglu, 2002; Gursoy and Kendall, 2006; Langen and Garcia, 2009), the
attraction of investments for creating new facilities and infrastructure, including transport ones (Deccio and
Baloglu, 2002; Gursoy and Kendall, 2006; Getz, 2008; Gursoy et al., 2011), landscape improvements and
housing development and an increase in the local standards of living (Goeldner and Long, 1987; Kim and
Petrick, 2005; Ritchie, Shipway and Cleeve, 2009).
The economic negative impacts emerging from the hosting of these events can be the rising of the prices of
goods, services and properties and the increased cost of living (Kim and Petrick, 2005; Ritchie, Shipway and
Cleeve, 2009; Remoaldo, Duque and Cadima Ribeiro, 2014). In this regard, a major contribution can come
from the growth of the tourism activity.
Concerning the positive socio‐cultural impacts, one can mention the increase in community`s self‐esteem,
the increase in the standards of living, the strengthening/preservation of local cultural values and traditions,
the help in the construction of a national identity, the opportunities to meet new people and the more
interesting things to do (Remoaldo, Duque and Cadima Ribeiro, 2014). But we can not forget the risk of
increased delinquent behaviour, the increased crime rate, the overcrowding and the conflicts that can
emerge between visitors and residents (Remoaldo, Duque and Cadima Ribeiro, 2014).
Besides the lesser attention usually played to the socio‐cultural impacts (Hall, 1992; Deccio and Baloglu,
2002; Wait, 2003; Kim, Gursoy and Lee, 2006; Ritchie, Shipway and Cleeve, 2009), the environmental
impacts are, perhaps, among the less considered by local communities. Cooper et al. (1998) highlighted that
the environment (natural or built) is, probably, the most fundamental ingredient of the tourism product. But
only a few of studies conducted took these kinds of impacts as their main concern (Cooper et al., 1998; Rátz
and Puczkó, 2002). The preservation of the built heritage and the increased public safety can be faced as the
more important positive impacts but several negative impacts can be also mentioned. The degradation of

2.3‐Residents’ perceptions of the impacts: the approaches pre‐ and post‐ mega‐events
Studies on residents’ perceptions towards tourism have been performed since a few decades ago and their
results published in international journals, as it is well documented by Nunkoo et al. (2013). As underlined
by the empirical research (Nunkoo et al., 2013), to understand residents` attitudes is crucial to gain their
active support to tourism development and, mostly, to implement it in a sustainable way. Having in mind the
empirical and theoretical research undertaken, this tourism field is now one of the most researched areas
(Nunkoo et al., 2013).
Nevertheless, even if one can find many studies dealing with residents` perceptions towards tourism and,
even, on residents perceptions of the impacts of hosting mega‐events, not so many have focused on post
events residents’ perceptions and even less have developed a longitudinal approach to better understand
the phenomenon (Ritchie, Shipway and Cleeve, 2009; Gursoy et al., 2011).
Despite mostly mega‐events being single happenings, staged during one year or less time, they are likely to
have long‐term effects on the territories and communities that host them (Hiller, 1990; Roche, 1994; Kim,
Gursoy and Lee, 2006; Gursoy et al., 2011). By reviewing their overall success or failure, it is possible to
determine the key issues behind that and, thus, extract recommendations which can later be used in the
context of the planning and management of future events (Ritchie, Shipway and Cleeve, 2009). Post‐event
studies give an opportunity to establish economic, social, cultural benefits and international exposure effects
and discovering its true legacy and impacts (Ritchie, Shipway and Cleeve, 2009; Gursoy et al., 2011).
Empirical studies focused on mega sport events, such as the Olympic Games, have shown that it is equally
important to consider residents’ perceptions in different periods of time, as the impacts perceived change,
as well the way the hosting communities look to those impacts (Ritchie, Shipway and Cleeve, 2009). Not
long ago, Kim, Gursoy and Lee (2006), Ritchie, Shipway and Cleeve (2009) and Gursoy et al. (2011), namely,
have considered the pre‐ and post‐period in considering the 2002 World Cup, the 2012 London Olympic
Games and the 2008 Olympic Games, respectively, and centred their attention on residents’ perceptions,
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the physical and natural environment, the increase of litter, noise, the decrease in quality of air and of
water, the traffic congestion and parking problems and the increase of rail and air traffic are among the
more important ones (Remoaldo, Duque and Cadima Ribeiro, 2014).
For a long time, research on mega‐events impacts addressed mainly the sport ones, and their economic
effects. The Olympics or the World and the European Football Cups (e.g., Deccio and Baloglu, 2002; Ritchie,
Shipway and Cleeve, 2009; Gursoy et al., 2011; Lepp and Gibson, 2011) were the more studied mega‐events.
The cultural events have been placed on a quite secondary plan, as highlighted by Gursoy and Kendall
(2006), and Langen and Garcia (2009). Among the early exceptions we can find the research made by Ritchie
(1984), Getz (1991) and Hall (1992). Due to the before mentioned fact, it is not surprising that there are few
the studies dealing with the impacts of the European Capitals of Culture on the host communities.
In Portugal, among the first impact studies on hosting a mega‐event performed we can find the one of
Martins et al. (2004), dealing with the 2004 UEFA European Football Cup, hosted by the country. In the
proper sense, for the Lisbon 1994 ECOC and the Porto 2001 ECOC (the two first ECOC hosted in Portugal
before Guimarães) were not produced studies of impact. One of the reasons for that has to do with the fact
that only since 2006 the European Commission turned compulsory the impact evaluation of the European
Capitals of Culture (Decision nº 1622/2006/EC).
In the case of the 2012 Guimarães ECOC, due to the previous mentioned compulsory task, an official
evaluation was performed, conducted by a technical team from the University of Minho, whose main results
have been made public (Universidade do Minho, 2012a, 2012b, 2013a, 2013b). It was measured the social,
economic, media and digital impacts using quantitative and qualitative methodologies.
Generally speaking, the results found were considered to be positive. Regarding tourism, those results show
that the number of foreigner visitors grew more than 50%. In what regards the national visitors the increase
attained almost 300%. Additionally, almost a quarter of the interviewed merchants considered that the
business impact of the ECOC “was higher than expected” (Universidade do Minho, 2013b: 158) and for more
than 40% of them the impact met their expectations (Universidade do Minho, 2013b).
But, even if the study (Universidade do Minho, 2012b) collected information from various stakeholders (e.g.,
participants in the events, tourists, younger residents, agents involved with 2012 ECOC, local trade), the
main study approaching directly the perceptions of residents was performed in the ex‐ante period
(december 2011) and was applied just to a sample of 6.815 students of the basic and secondary scholar
system of Guimarães. That study assumed that the students of basic and secondary education were a
relevant target population of the 2012 ECOC and, somehow, could express a point of view representative of
the local community population, as a whole (Universidade do Minho, 2012b). Due to that, the results found
must be carefully considered.
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calling the attention to the way that changed as time goes by. From those approaches a clear claim for the
need of examining perceptual shifts in community reactions towards events has been raised (Ritchie,
Shipway and Cleeve, 2009). As claimed above, an attentive look to (monitoring of) these variations can help
policy makers and mega‐events planners to better understand residents` perceptions and act according,
including the demystifying of unrealistic expectations of local communities.
Ideally, this kind of studies need to collect data in several waves, including the before, during and after
periods, to get a clear picture on the variation in perceptions (Gursoy et al., 2011), even if we can admit that
to implement it is rather difficult and expensive. Being so, in a few cases, researchers have taken the option
of conducting sectional studies in the pre‐ and post‐event hosting. This was the option taken, for example,
by Ritchie, Shipway and Cleeve (2009).
The post period seems to be able of supplying a clear picture of the impacts of the event than a survey
conducted during it. The purpose of post‐event studies is to identify if the event and all effects and
happenings connected with it met the expectations of participants, hosting community or other
stakeholders. In this aim, it is usual to get information on various features, such as if community members
perceived the event valuable, if it was worth investing time and resources on it or if they would like to
participate in a similar future event. Of course, as there will be long term effects, a more complete picture of
those impacts can be captured just several years later (Kaiser et al., 2013).
As has been highlighted by the literature (e.g., Kim and Petrick, 2005; Gursoy and Kendall, 2006; Kim, Gursoy
and Lee, 2006; Gursoy et al., 2011), residents tend to have high expectations about the benefits of hosting a
mega‐event, although they tend to recognize that some costs will result from it. In fact, before the mega‐
event residents tend to evaluate it in a quite more positive way, namely if it is a first experience. Some of the
factors that contribute to it are the marketing campaigns conducted by the authorities and mega‐event
organization committees, promotional information diffused by national media and government agencies
(Kim, Gursoy and Lee, 2006).
The post‐event allows people to get a much more realistic and less passionate approach to the hosting
impacts. By them, the way the event has impacted different kind of stakeholders, including the residents,
can also have a clear picture. One must have in mind that the distribution of costs and benefits will affect
different sectors of the local community differently and the perceptions of the impacts, positive or negative,
also will depend on the system of values of each group of the community members (Kim, Gursoy and Lee,
2006). In fact, the concerns and images of each individual of the community are constructed on the basis of
their own value system and experiences.
In the period prior to the mega‐event external factors, like information that the national media and
government agencies provide, can interact with individual factors (e.g., knowledge, values, past experiences
with some similar events). These kind of external factors can shape the initial perceptions on the event (Kim,
Gursoy and Lee, 2006; Ritchie, Shipway and Cleeve, 2009).
It is understandable that the members of a community that benefit from the developing of an activity,
including tourism, tend to support it, as confirmed by several studies (e.g., Kuvan and Akan, 2005; Jackson,
2008; Nunkoo, Gursoy and Juwaheer, 2010). On the contrary, those who derive little or no benefit from it
tend to show their opposition (Ritchie, Shipway and Cleeve, 2009; Vareiro, Remoaldo and Cadima Ribeiro,
2013). This is valuable no matter if we are considering the host of a mega‐event, having a sport, commercial
or cultural nature, or the development of the tourism industry. As emphasized by Kim, Gursoy and Lee
(2006: 87), if after hosting the event they receive the expected benefits, “they are likely to support hosting
mega‐events in future”.
Even if there are agents (stakeholders) interested in, estimating the residents’ perception towards mega‐
events is one of the most powerful potential indicators within the broader social impact evaluation of mega‐
events (Ritchie, Shipway and Cleeve, 2009; Gursoy et al., 2011), by the amount of people involved in and by
the political pressure that can put on the policy makers.
This way of looking to the residents` behaviour has its bases on the Social Exchange Theory (Waitt, 2003;
Gursoy and Kendall, 2006; Kim, Gursoy and Lee, 2006; Ritchie, Shipway and Cleeve, 2009; Kaiser et al., 2013).
Since the nineties that Ap (1990, 1992), particularly, has been highlighted that residents tend to form their
perceptions based on the expected value of the exchange before the occurrence of the actual exchange.
After the hosting of the mega‐event they tend to re‐evaluate the value of the exchange. If the re‐evaluation
develop the feeling of losses, this can generate negative perceptions (Kim, Gursoy and Lee, 2006; Ritchie,
Shipway and Cleeve, 2009). In future, this re‐evaluation of the exchange can be important to determine
whether or not the residents’ will support future events.
The accuracy of the postulates of the Social Exchange Theory is not full accepted in any circumstances
(Ritchie, Shipway and Cleeve, 2009). Alternatively, Pearce et al., in a paper dated from 1996, as mentioned
by Ritchie, Shipway and Cleeve (2009) have suggested that residents’ knowledge is largely derived from the

3. METHODS
3.1. Data Collection Procedure and Samples
The municipality of Guimarães had 69 parishes in the two moments of the present investigation and is
located in the Northwest of Portugal. Its city is, nowadays, one of the most important cities in the Northern
region, after Porto, Vila Nova de Gaia and Braga. Its historic centre city was declared by UNESCO, a World
Heritage Site, in December 2001.
In 2012 it was the first time a Portuguese medium city hosted an ECOC, after the capital (Lisbon) in 1994 and
the second more important city (Porto) in 2001 and Guimarães can be considered an emergent cultural
destination at international level.
Data for this study were collected using self‐administered survey applied to local residents of Guimarães (the
host city of the 2012 ECOC). Based on the purpose of this study, four public secondary schools and one
professional school available in the municipality were used for getting the survey samples. The goal of
covering the 69 parishes that administratively constitute the municipality of Guimarães was the reason for
using the high public schools and a vocational school as a way for delivering the questionnaire. This made
possible to consider three generations of inhabitants (15–24‐year‐olds, 25–64‐year‐olds and the 65 or more
years old residents) in our two surveys. The, at least, 15 years old students were taken as the gate to reach
their relatives, as their brothers, parents, uncles and grandparents. We share the statement that individuals
with at least 15 years can be considered capable of responding to the questionnaire as also highlighted by
Poria et al. (2003).
Specifically, we asked the students, of 10th to 12th years of schooling, to fulfil the questionnaire and take it
home and distribute it to their family members. This was the most efficient way we got for getting, both, a
higher amount of responses and a representative sample of Guimarães residents.
Data were collected twice from two convenience samples of Guimarães residents: in the ex‐ante period
(during October and December 2011) 471 questionnaires with complete data were obtained and after the
Guimarães 2012 ECOC (April and May 2013) 551 questionnaires were used.
The questionnaire used in the two periods consisted of 18 questions and included structured with a
multiple‐choice format questions, using in two of the questions the Likert scale with 5 levels (1 corresponded
to "completely disagree" and 5 "completely agree"). It was divided in three parts. The first one was related
to the intention (in ex‐ante period)/effective participation (in the ex‐post period) to attend and participate in
the mega event (six questions). The second one was associated with the perceptions of residents’ on the
impacts of 2012 ECOC (two questions). The third part was concerned with sociodemographic characteristics,

20th APDR Congress | ISBN 978‐989‐8780‐01‐0

historical and societal context they live in. Based on that, those authors have claimed the Social
Representation Theory would better capture the residents` attitudes. Another alternative theoretical
approach comes from the Expectancy‐value Model, which looks to the importance residents place on certain
outcomes and the degree to which they believe a certain fact or event can contribute to these outcomes
(Ritchie, Shipway and Cleeve, 2009).
Residents’ perception towards mega‐event is a quite vast matter. Anyway, one can expect that attitudes
may differ according to gender, age (Mason and Cheyne, 2000; Kim and Petrick, 2005), social status (Ritchie,
Shipway and Cleeve, 2009), and education, occupation or income (Waitt, 2003). Even so, having in mind the
theoretical debate invoked, it is not surprising that the results of some of the empirical studies suggested
that the differences in attitudes can be best attributed to the heterogeneity of urban communities rather
than to demographic variables (Konstantaki and Wickens, 2010).
Independently of the accuracy of each of the mentioned theoretical approaches to residents’ perceptions,
what seems not to be questioned is the need to undertake research on communities’ behaviour and
reactions towards the hosting of mega‐events. Equally important is the need to obtain a better
understanding of the changing in perceptions of residents throughout the process associated with that
hosting and, thus, also the relevance of implementing monitoring (Kim and Petrick, 2005; Kim, Gursoy and
Lee, 2006; Ritchie, Shipway and Cleeve, 2009; Gursoy et al, 2011).
To get a friendly and hospitable hosting community are essential features in transforming a mega‐event into
an urban festival (Hiller, 1990). That has to do with envisaging to provide a significant experience to
residents and guests and allowing to reach a positive balance in terms of short and long‐term overall
impacts.
In this regard, even if it is quite hard and costly to conduct a longitudinal research, in its closer sense,
empirical cross‐sectional researches, taking the pre‐ and the post‐event periods, seem to be able of giving
valuable contributions for getting a better understanding of the before identified concerns and, from there,
for supporting the planning and the management of such kind of events.
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which allowed us to draw the profile of respondents (e.g., age, sex, marital status, level of education, parish
of residence).
It was used a total of 20 items, in the two surveys, to assess Guimarães residents’ perceptions of the 2012
ECOC’ impacts. Those 20 items were selected from previous studies on the impacts of events (Jeon et al.,
1990; Soutar and McLeod, 1993; Jeon, 1998; Turco, 1998; Gursoy and Kendal, 2006; Kim et al., 2006; Gursoy
et al., 2011). Respondents were asked to evaluate all statements on a five‐point Likert‐type scale
(1=completely disagree and 5=completely agree). Questionnaires distributed before the mega‐event aimed
to measure expected benefits and costs of the Guimarães 2012 ECOC whereas questionnaires after the
mega‐event measured perceived benefits and costs after hosting of the Guimarães 2012 ECOC.
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3.2. Research Design and Data Analysis
First, the respondents’ demographic profile was examined and the mean scores for all 20 impact perception
items for before the event’ and after the event’ samples were calculated. Second, using the data collected
prior to the 2012 ECOC, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with a principal component method was
conducted to detect scale dimensionality. The appropriateness of factor analysis was determined by
examining the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling adequacy and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity. After
identifying the dimensions, a Cronbach’s Alpha reliability test was conducted to evaluate the reliability of
each measurement scale. The identified factors were validated with the data collected after the mega‐event.
Afterwards, a series of t‐tests were conducted on the Guimarães residents’ perceptions of 2012 ECOC and
then each individual impact perceptions are examined utilizing before and after data. The t‐test assesses
whether the means of two groups are statistically different from each other. The t‐value will be positive if
the first mean is larger than the second and negative if it is smaller.
4. MAIN RESULTS
4.1. Profile of respondents
Table 1 summarizes the demographic profile of the study respondents taking into account the main socio‐
demographic variables. The majority of the respondents were female (59.2%), 54.4% were aged 15–24, the
dominant education level was the up to six years (50.1%) and 35.5% of the respondents had household
incomes between €500 and €1000, in the ‘before the event’ sample. Just over one‐half (55.5%) of the
respondents to the follow up survey were female, whereas 52.1% were aged 15‐24. And about 42.7% of the
respondents had household incomes between €500 and €1000.
Table 1: Profile of the respondents
Gender
Female
Man
Age
15‐24
25‐64
65 and more
Education
Up to four years
Up to six years
Secondary
University
Income
Less than €500
Between €500 and €1000
Between €1001 and €2500
More than €2500

Before
(N=471)
Percent (%)
59.2
40.8

After
(N=551)
55.5
44.5

54.4
43.1
2.5

52.1
43.6
4.4

16.0
50.1
27.7
6.2

13.5
35.8
43.0
7.6

11.5
35.5
24.4
5.1

19.2
42.7
26.6
11.4

Source: Authors’ own survey data.
Examination of the demographic characteristics of the ‘before the event’ and the ‘after the event’ samples
indicated that there was no significant differences between those two samples in terms of gender and age
distribution. However, findings indicated that there were more educated residents and in the extreme
income groups (‘less than €500’ and ‘more than €2500’) in the ‘after the event’ sample.
4.2. Factor analysis of the impacts of the 2012 ECOC
Since we had several variables (20) to measure the expected impacts of the 2012 ECOC, an exploratory
factor analysis with a principal component method and varimax rotation was conducted to assess the

number of underlying factors and to identify the items associated with each factor. Five factors with
eigenvalues greater than one were extracted. These factors explained 56.02% of the total variance, as
presented in Table 2.
Table 2: Factor analysis for 2012 ECOC expected impacts (N=471)
1: Investments and immaterial benefits (0.82)
Generates more public investment in culture
Conserves the built heritage
Presents valuation and recovery of traditions
Improves the image of the municipality
Attracts more investment
Improves self‐esteem of local population
Increases the supply of cultural events
2: Economic, social and environmental costs (0.69)
Creates difficulty in parking
Increases traffic
Increases waste produced
Increases crime
Raises prices of goods and services
Degrades physical and natural environment
3: Safety and infrastructures (0.64)
Increases public security
Improves local infrastructure
4: Changes in traditional practices and habits (0.63)
Changes habits of Guimarães residents
Changes traditional practices
5: Economic and social benefits (0.57)
Increases the income of residents
Creates and/or increases employment
Increases quality of life
Total variance explained

Loading

Eigen‐
values
4.51

Explained
variance
22.56

2.44

12.21

3.25

1.97

9.35

3.67

1.31

6.55

3.12

1.07

5.36

3.28

Mean
4.02

0.75
0.75
0.75
0.70
0.69
0.50
0.44
0.71
0.68
0.68
0.67
0.48
0.48
0.79
0.68
0.83
0.74
0.78
0.60
0.51
56.02

Source: Authors’ own survey data.
Notes: Extraction method – Principal component analysis; Rotation method – Varimax with Kaiser
normalization; KMO=0.808; Bartlett’s test of sphericity: p=0.00.
The first factor was labelled Investments and immaterial benefit and accounted for 22.56% of the variance. It
had a reliability alpha of 0.82 with an eigenvalue of 4.51. The second factor, labelled Economic, social and
environmental costs comprised 6 items (all negative impacts, other than items related to “change the habits”
and “change the traditional practices”, which constitute the factor four). With an eigenvalue of 2.44, it
captured 12.21% of the variance and had a reliability alpha of 0.69. The third factor, named Safety and
infrastructures explained 9.35% of the variance, with a reliability alpha of 0.64. The fourth factor was related
with Changes in traditional practices and habits, with 6.55% of variance explained and a reliability alpha of
0.63. With reliability coefficient of 0.57, factor five, namely Economic and social benefits accounted for
5.36% of the variance.
Considering the internal consistency of the items within each dimension as measured by examining the
Cronbach reliability alphas, these show a high level for factors 1 and 2 but reasonable for factors 3, 4 and 5.
In fact, Nunnally (1978) suggests that reliability of alphas close to 0.70 indicate a high level of internal
consistency between the individual scale items and the related factors.
4.3. Comparison of the Guimarães residents’ perceptions pre‐ and post‐2012 ECOC
After the impact factors were delineated, their mean scores were compared in order to investigate
variations in Guimarães residents’ perceptions before and after the mega‐event (see Table 3).
Results of t‐test indicated that there were significant differences (p<0.05) on two positive impact factors
(Investments and immaterial benefits and Economic and social benefits) and one negative impact factor
(Economic, social and environmental costs). This means that Guimarães residents expected the 2012 ECOC to
generate many economic, social and cultural benefits. Nevertheless, after the mega‐event, they realized that
2012 ECOC did not generate as many benefits as they expected.
Respondents also reported a higher mean score on the negative Economic, social and environmental costs
impact factor before the event than after. This finding suggests that as time passes, residents realized that
this mega‐event has less costs in the economy and in the community in general, than they supposed.

20th APDR Congress | ISBN 978‐989‐8780‐01‐0

ECOC impact factors (Reliability alpha)

1147

In order to better understand the variations in impact perceptions of Guimarães residents due to temporal
effects, a series of t‐tests was carried out on 20 impact perception items (also presented in Table 3). The
mean scores for all 20 impact perception items for ‘before the event’ and ‘after the event’ samples are
displayed in Table 3, and as we can see, 10 of the 20 impact items were found to be significantly different
between before and after the event assessment of impacts.
Table 3: Comparison of means of ECOC impact factors and items, before and after the mega‐event
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1: Investments and immaterial benefits
Presents valuation and recovery of traditions
Conserves the built heritage
Generates more public investment in culture
Improves the image of the municipality
Attracts more investment
Improves self‐esteem of local population
Increases the supply of cultural events
2: Economic, social and environmental costs
Increases waste produced
Increases traffic
Increases crime
Creates difficulty in parking
Raises prices of goods and services
Degrades the physical and natural environment
3: Safety and infrastructures
Increases public security
Improves local infrastructure
4: Changes in costumes and habits
Changes habits of Guimarães residents
Changes traditional practices
5: Economic and social benefits
Creates and/or increases employment
Increases quality of life
Increases the income of residents

Mean
Before
(n=471)
4.02
4.02
4.16
4.06
4.28
4.02
3.86
3.74
3.25
3.05
3.68
2.69
3.83
3.32
2.94
3.67
3.57
3.78
3.12
3.13
3.11
3.28
3.57
3.32
2.95

After
(n=551)
3.87
3.86
3.97
3.87
4.19
3.81
3.83
3.53
3.13
2.99
3.61
2.40
3.77
3.22
2.77
3.62
3.49
3.74
3.18
3.27
3.09
3.13
3.32
3.15
2.91

t‐value

Sig.

3.944
3.137
3.617
3.650
1.691
3.736
0.482
3.846
3.074
0.824
1.171
4.177
0.984
1.498
2.626
1.274
1.466
0.657
‐1.156
‐2.326
0.304
3.455
4.150
2.776
0.618

0.000
0.002
0.000
0.000
0.091
0.000
0.630
0.000
0.002
0.410
0.242
0.000
0.325
0.135
0.009
0.203
0.143
0.511
0.248
0.020
0.761
0.001
0.000
0.006
0.536

Source: Authors’ own survey data.
Findings indicated that five of the ‘before the event’ Investments and immaterial benefits perceptions had
significantly higher mean values than ‘after the event’, which suggested that Guimarães residents had high
expectations about the immaterial benefits and investments that the 2012 ECOC would bring into their
communities, but those expectations were not met. The significantly higher ‘before the event’ Investments
and immaterial benefits perceptions were ‘conserves the built heritage’ (‘before the event’ M = 4.16; ‘after
the event’ M = 3.97; t = 3.62; p < 0.05), followed by ‘generates more public investment in culture’ (‘before
the event’ M = 4.06; ‘after the event’ M = 3.87; t = 3.65; p < 0.05), ‘presents valuation and recovery of
traditions’ (‘before the event’ M = 4.02; ‘after the event’ M = 3.86; t = 3.14; p < 0.05), ‘attracts more
investment’ (‘before the event’ M = 4.02; ‘after the event’ M = 3.81; t = 3.74; p < 0.05) and ‘increases the
supply of cultural events’ (‘before the event’ M = 3.74; ‘after the event’ M = 3.53; t = 3.85; p < 0.05).
In what regards the three items of Economic and social benefits, two of these in ‘before the event’
perceptions had significantly higher mean values than ‘after the event’. Residents indicated that 2012 ECOC
‘creates and/or increases employment’ (‘before the event’ M = 3.57; ‘after the event’ M = 3.32; t = 4.15; p <
0.05) and ‘increases quality of life’ (‘before the event’ M = 3.32; ‘after the event’ M = 3.15; t = 2.78; p < 0.05)
less than they expected.
Examining the eight negative impact items, only three of them showed significant differences between
before and after the mega‐event. Two ‘before the event’ negative perceptions had significantly higher mean
values than ‘after the event’, indicating that the costs were lower than their expectations. Before the event,
residents expected the crime to increase (M = 2.69) and the degradation of physical and natural
environment (M = 2.94); however, after the event they realized that the increase in crime and the
environmental degradation were not as bad as they expected (M = 2.40 and M = 2.77, respectively).
In contrast to previous studies, where after the events residents realized that they had underestimated
some of the costs of hosting a mega‐event (Gursoy et al., 2011), only one of those differences in negative
items suggested that the expected cost was higher than they anticipated: ‘changes habits’ (‘before the
event’ M = 3.13; ‘after the event’ M = 3.27; t = ‐ 2.33; p < 0.05).
5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
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This study aimed to measure the expected benefits and costs of the Guimarães 2012 ECOC perceived by
residents before the mega‐event and the perceived benefits and costs after its closure. Also, the study
intended analysing if the residents’ perceptions changed based on their experience.
As has been highlighted in previous studies (Jeong and Faulkner, 1996; Deccio and Baloglu, 2002; Gursoy and
Kendal, 2006; Kim et al., 2006; Gursoy et al., 2011), residents tend to have high expectations about the
benefits of hosting a mega‐event, although they tend to recognize that some costs will result from it.
However, before the mega‐event residents tend to evaluate it in a quite more positive way and the post‐
event allows people to get a much more realistic and less passionate approach to the hosting impacts.
Results gotten confirm some of those findings of previous researches but contradict some others. The
decreasing mean values in all dimensions and items, except for ‘changes in habits’, shows that residents,
after the ECOC realized that benefits generated by the mega‐event were lower than they expected. But the
costs were also overestimated. The perception of negative impacts may have been overestimated as a result
of the confrontational atmosphere that was lived in the pre‐event period between the Guimarães City
Foundation (the structure in charge of planning the event), the City Hall and local cultural associations.
Examining the positive impacts of the mega‐event, three positive impacts had the highest mean score:
‘improves the image of the municipality’ (‘before the event’ M = 4.28; ‘after the event’ M = 4.19), ‘conserves
the built heritage’ (‘before the event’ M = 4.16; ‘after the event’ M = 3,97) and ‘generates more public
investment in culture’ (‘before the event’ M = 4.06; ‘after the event’ M = 3.87). However, the ‘after the
event’ assessment of the positive impacts is lower.
The items ‘increases the income of residents’ (‘before the event’ M = 2.95; ‘after the event’ M = 2.91) and
‘increases quality of life’ (‘before the event’ M = 3.32; ‘after the event’ M = 3.15) had the lowest mean score,
both ‘before’ and ‘after the event’. These findings are consistent with previous studies, which suggest that
residents perceive the events provide a major opportunity for improving the community’s overall image but
they are much less certain that they personally will benefit from it (Kim et al., 2006; Gursoy et al., 2011).
The highest negative shift between ‘before’ and ‘after’ positive impacts perceptions was the ECOC ‘creates
and/or increases employment’ (‘before the event’ M = 3.57; ‘after the event’ M = 3.32, t = 4.150; p < 0.05;
difference = ‐ 0.25), similar to Jeong and Faulkner (1996), Kim et al. (2006), and Gursoy and Kendal (2006)
studies but contradicting Gursoy et al. (2011), followed by ‘attracts more investment’ (‘before the event’ M =
4.02; ‘after the event’ M = 3.81, t = 3.736; p < 0.05; difference = ‐ 0.21). These findings suggest that
residents’ expectations about the ECOC providing employment and investment opportunities resulted in
disappointment for them. Probably this has to do with the high economic expectations about a cultural
event, whose aims were of more cultural nature.
The lowest negative shift between ‘before’ and ‘after’ positive impacts perceptions, suggesting that the
disappointment was lower in these aspects, were the ECOC ‘improved self‐esteem of local population’
(‘before the event’ M = 3.86; ‘after the event’ M = 3.83, t = 0.482; p > 0.05; difference = ‐ 0.03) and
‘increases the income of residents’ (‘before the event’ M = 2.95; ‘after the event’ M = 2.91, t = 0.618; p >
0.05; difference = ‐ 0.04).
Contradicting other studies, after the mega‐event Guimarães’ residents realized that costs weren’t as high as
they expected. Comparison of the negative impacts perceptions ‘before’ and ‘after’ revealed that only
‘changes the habits of Guimarães residents’ changed for the worse after the ECOC. As presented in Table 3,
before and after the mega‐event residents’ concerns were similar: ‘difficulty in parking’ (‘before the event’
M = 3.83; ‘after the event’ M = 3.77), ‘increases traffic’ (‘before the event’ M = 3.68; ‘after the event’ M =
3.61), ‘raises prices of goods and services’ (‘before the event’ M = 3.32; ‘after the event’ M = 3.22), and
‘changes the habits of Guimarães residents’ (‘before the event’ M = 3.13; ‘after the event’ M = 3.27) were
the top four concerns, with only position three and four changing, in the post‐event. Probably, in future
events local authorities might better manage some of these problems, like parking and traffic congestion,
encouraging the use of public transport, specially on certain days.
Residents were least concerned about the negative impacts: ‘increases crime’ (‘before the event’ M = 2.69;
‘after the event’ M = 2.4, t = 4.177; p < 0.05; difference = ‐ 0.29) and ‘degrades physical and natural
environment’ (‘before the event’ M = 2.94; ‘after the event’ M = 2.77, t = 2.626; p < 0.05; difference = ‐
0.17), either before or after the event, revealing these two impacts the highest shift ‘before’ and ‘after’ the
ECOC regarding negative impacts. Similar to Ritchie and Aitken (1984) and Mihalik and Simonetta (1998)
researches, Guimarães’ residents seems do not regard that crime and environmental damage to be a major
concern of mega‐events.
Contrary to other studies in which negative impacts are often ignored by political leaders and organizers, not
being perceived by residents before the events, in the case of Guimarães, the confrontational atmosphere
between the Guimarães City Foundation and local cultural associations and consequent negative news
before the event, might have inflated the residents’ concerns. The positive impacts, consistent with previous
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studies, were also inflated as a result of the organizers’ advertising campaigns highlighting expected
benefits. After the ECOC, residents established new reference point, realizing that the benefits and costs
generated were significantly lower than they expected.
Although findings of this study can be a valuable contribution for the planning and management of future
mega cultural events, some limitations can be pointed out. The study performed made use of cross‐sectional
data from two time periods for investigating the influences of temporal effects (something very common in
the literature). We recognize that the use of a longitudinal panel of residents would be a better option, but
we were not able to implement this approach. Furthermore, data were collected before and after the mega
event (a few months after). Instead of collecting data just after the closure of the event, it would be also
better to gather it two or three years after it, when costs and benefits can be really full accessed by
residents.
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ABSTRACT. Regional policy in the European Union is one of the most important issues that have been
developed. However, there are many regions with important natural resources, which are deprived. In these
areas with wealthy natural resources, natural areas policy has been developed with unequal results. Iberian
peninsula has important natural areas extremely parceled and with no expectations to be successfully
developed with regard to improving its inhabitants’ situation. In addition, sometimes there are no natural
but administrative divisions, which make their development difficult and unsustainable. Moreover, the lack
of a real natural areas policy produces, as a result, a lack of opportunities to develop the natural area and
the lost of population. Ageing is the other aspect to highlight in many of these areas. In this context, it
appears to be a better solution to nearby natural areas to work together in order to be able to get a better
sustainable development. Although one can find some examples, like the Intercontinental Reserve between
Andalusia and Morocco, Spain and Portugal share at a smaller scale Duero Natural Park, for instance. In the
North of Spain, along the both sides of Cantabrian Mountains there are some natural areas with exceptional
natural and cultural resources and, sometimes, conterminous. In addition, this is a deprived area because of
migration, ageing and the end of coal mining. Thus, the only future that population has found is through
tourism development or visitor management in natural areas. However, these natural areas have not been
developed in a same way: whereas there are some with a long history, others have not been declared yet.
Management or / and coordination between them, seems difficult. Another great problem is from grants or
financial issues. The economics of natural areas are difficult to follow or to obtain because besides the wide
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