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ABSTRACT
This paper uses the context of the Commonwealth in order to focus on a specific dimension of tourism that is located within it, that of the mega all-Commonwealth event, the Commonwealth Games, and its impact in tourism terms. Sports events and tourism are closely linked and it is abundantly clear that the tourism potential of mega sporting events such as the Commonwealth Games is a major factor in encouraging cities to bid to host such events. Such tourism potential relates to the immediate attraction of the event to athletes and officials associated with the event, volunteers and other paid employees who work at the event and, in particular, international and domestic visitors as games spectators and participants. This paper sets the Commonwealth Games in the wider context of sports tourism and will address their impact through consideration of the 2006 Commonwealth Games in Melbourne, Australia.
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INTRODUCTION
This paper examines the mega all-Commonwealth event, the Commonwealth Games, and its impact in tourism terms. Sports events and tourism are inexorably linked and there is considerable evidence that the tourism potential of mega sporting events such as the Commonwealth Games is a major factor in encouraging cities to bid to host such events. Such tourism potential relates to the immediate attraction of the event to international and domestic visitors as spectators and participants in the cultural environment that frequently surrounds mega events of this nature. It can also be seen in terms of a longer-term contribution to raising the profile of the destination and to the attraction of new visitors to the city on a recurring basis in the future. 

To provide background to this investigation, the accompanying literature review will define the concept of sports tourism and subsequently examine the impacts that have been associated with travel to mega sporting events such as the Commonwealth Games. For the purpose of this paper, Getz’s definition of a mega event will be used, that is, “mega-events, by way of their size or significance, are those that yield extraordinarily high levels of tourism, media coverage, prestige, or economic impact for the host community or destination” (1997, p. 6). There is probably greater status accorded to cities, and therefore appeal for them, in hosting the Olympics Games and the World Cup given the global recognition and audience associated with these mega events. That said, however, the Commonwealth Games is no poor cousin, second only to the Olympic Games in terms of size and operational scope (e.g. number of competing countries involved and range of sports). In particular, for cities in countries where other cities have recently acted as host to an Olympic Games (Melbourne, 2006 following on from Sydney 2000), are located in smaller jurisdictions (Glasgow, 2014) or where the hosting of a Commonwealth Games may be a precursor to an Olympic or similar bid (New Delhi, 2010), this event can play a major role in developing sports and destination awareness.
THE CONTEXTUAL SETTING
Defining sports tourism
The literature on sports tourism is one that is growing rapidly (for example, Getz, 1998; Hinch and Higham, 2004; Higham, 2005; Ritchie and Adair, 2002). In recent years there have been several typologies developed (Gammon and Robinson, 1997; Gibson, 1998; Maier and Weber, 1993; Kurtzman, 2005; Standeven and De Knop, 1999) to assist in defining the boundaries and overlap between the disciplines of tourism and sport and how they relate to the emerging topic of sports tourism. These typologies will briefly be examined with attention paid to those types of sports tourists that we anticipate would most likely participate in a mega event such as the Commonwealth Games: spectators, athletes, officiating staff and volunteers. 

Hinch and Higham (2004, p. 34) note that “tourists who engage in sports at a destination do so with varying degrees of commitment, competitiveness and active/passive engagement.” The typologies mentioned above all take these variations into account. According to Maier and Weber’s (1993) typology, it might be reasonable to classify spectators travelling to the Commonwealth Games as passive sports tourists. These tourists are mainly focused on “mega-sports events”, they do not pursue individual sporting activities, however, they can include “coaches and attendants to high-performance athletes” (Maier and Weber, 1993, cited in Hinch and Higham, 2004, p. 35). This latter point contrasts with Francis and Murphy’s (2005) definition of active sport tourists as including athletes’ support teams. 
Elaborating upon the active/passive continuum, Gammon and Robinson’s (1997) classification takes into account the primary and secondary motivations of the sports tourist in undertaking their travel. Notably a hard definition of sport tourism would be used to describe people actively or passively participating in an event, in this instance the Commonwealth Games, for which their decision to travel to the event was the primary reason for their trip. If the decision to purchase tickets to attend the Games was a secondary or incidental consideration for the tourist who happened to be at the host destination (for example, Manchester in 2002 or Melbourne in 2006) during the period of the event, then according to Gammon and Robinson (1997) these motivations would be classified as forms of ‘tourism sport’.
Tourists passively participating in mega sporting events on their holidays are labelled ‘connoisseur observers’ by Standeven and De Knop (1999) in their categorisation of sport tourism activities (cited in Hinch and Higham, 2004, p. 38). The prominence of events in relation to sports tourism is further acknowledged by Gibson (1998) in her classification of the concept. Events are separately distinguished in this context as one of the three main areas of sports tourism activity. The others are active sports and nostalgia sports tourism. Kurtzman (2005) also identifies sports events as one of the main activity categories comprising sports tourism, the others include sports attractions, sports tours, sports resorts and sports cruises. The Commonwealth Games is specifically noted in his paper (Kurtzman, 2005, p. 20) as an example of a sports tourism event together with other mega events including the Olympic Games and the World Cup.
Deery et al. (2004) and others contend that sports tourism and event tourism are essentially one and the same phenomena. Neirotti (2003) suggests that many definitions of sports tourism are too broad and include the pursuit of leisure and recreational activities not undertaken on a competitive or organised basis. Excluding these activities, Deery et al. (2004, p. 241) review Kurtzman’s classification (based on Kurtzman and Zauhar, 2003) and note that “it is the events category that satisfies the criteria for the sport tourism definition”, with the other categories aligned more closely to other forms of tourism and recreation. Hinch and Higham (2001, p. 50) also note after reviewing Hall’s (1992) contextualisation of sport tourism, of which hallmark events is identified as one of three related tourism domains, that events have “the most direct link to sport”. What Deery et al. (2004) did not effectively distinguish between, in their definitional piece on sport and event tourism, is that competitive sport can be played at both elite and non-elite levels. This distinction influences how the sports tourism experience is defined in terms of whether spectators are willing pay to attend a sporting event/attraction or travel because family and friends are involved and whether athletes and officiating staff contribute their time on a paid or voluntary basis. Whilst the context of the current paper is aligned to the former category of elite sport at mega events, as Hinch and Higham (2004) rightly contend, a broader focus is needed on non-elite competitive events, particularly those where a large number of athletes or accompanying family and friends travel to be involved, in order to provide analysis that  more fully examines the impacts of sports tourism. Hinch and Higham (2001), in their earlier conceptualisation of the phenomenon, place sports as a central attraction within events and activity tourism and seek to explore its impact in spatial and temporal terms. They further recognise the uncharted territory that is explored in their discussion and propose a research agenda for exploration of the area.
It should be noted that little reference is made to the travel movements of events volunteers in the sports tourism literature, despite growing evidence that there is a cohort of volunteers that follow mega events around the world (Lockstone and Baum, 2006). In a recent analysis that has led to the development of a research framework for volunteering at mega sporting events, Lockstone and Baum (2007) note that a key area for further investigation is the evaluation of these volunteers as spending tourists. Gratton et al. (2005) make some progress along this line of enquiry, based on the London Marathon; however, additional work would undoubtedly lead to a more inclusive conceptualisation of sport tourism.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   
For the purpose of the current paper, after due consideration of the existing literature and the research context, sports tourists will be defined inclusively as comprising:

· Spectators who primarily travel to the destination in order to attend the event in a passive capacity;
· Athletes, support staff and management who primarily travel to the destination in order to participate actively in the event on a competitive basis;
· Family and friends of the athletes, support staff and management who primarily travel to the destination in order to attend the event in a passive capacity; and
· Volunteers who primarily travel to the destination in order to participate actively at the event.
The tourism impacts of mega sporting events
Mega sporting events, such as those of global interest including the Olympic Games, the Commonwealth Games and the football World Cup, provide a public interest agenda that addresses issues across a wide spectrum of concerns and opportunities. Such sporting events contribute to the wider and growing analysis of events within diverse fields that range across urban regeneration, economic development, politics and tourism (Getz, 1997). Such analysis addresses matters such as cost and viability, economic regeneration (physical, employment), creation of resources and infrastructure for future community and event use, community, civic and national pride and environmental impact among a plethora of others. The justification for or arguments against a country or city competing for ultimate sporting prizes such as these are well rehearsed and rarely definitive, combining both political and economic sophistry in order to pursue a particular cost-benefit analytical case, for or against. 
There is a growing case literature on both the immediate and sustainable impact of sporting and other mega events on cities and communities (as examples from many, see Jones, 2001; Kasimati, 2003; Kim, et al. 2006; Kim & Petrick, 2005; Lee, et al. 2005; Lee & Taylor, 2005; O’Brien, 2006). Despite this work, there is still little that is definitive to guide policy makers and politicians along a path of certainty in their decision making in this area. Within the context of the organisation of mega sporting events, the issues of employment impact and the delivery of services are not widely considered. Ingerson (2001, p. 55) notes that “the majority of events conducted rarely accommodate permanent long-term employment. …...  sports industries generally have a high level of volunteer workers and with events held over a number of days, the use of volunteers is economically beneficial for the event organisers”. Indeed, the impact of direct employment generation through mega sporting events is questioned by, among others, Black and Pape (1996) who query the optimism of governments in claiming employment generation within the case-making for mega events. Hall is similarly critical of claims by the organisers of the 2000 Sydney Olympic Games that the event would create 5,300 jobs in New South Wales and 7,500 jobs throughout Australia, describing the event as “an expensive job creation  exercise” (Hall, 2001, p. 172). In Germany, this argument, likewise, featured in the run-up to the 2006 Football World Cup, with claims of up to 60,000 new jobs directly attributable to the event. Similarly, Symon (2006) reports projections of 10,000 jobs, 6,000 of which are permanent, as a potential benefit for Glasgow as hosts to the 2014 Commonwealth Games. At the same time, there is evidence of new economic activity at a micro, entrepreneurial level within destinations hosting mega sporting events, creating self-employment (and potentially more) in a manner that is imperceptible to standard economic employment indicators (Spilling, 1996).
There has been significant debate (Lee and Taylor, 2005; Kasimati, 2003) regarding the true worth of mega events in terms of their economic impact. Lee and Taylor (2005) partially attribute this debate to the use of differing modelling techniques for assessing impact and inaccurate measures of visitor numbers. Excluding tourists to Korea whose travel was non-event related, Lee and Taylor (2005) employed an Input-Output model to estimate the direct expenditure of visitors to the 2002 FIFA World Cup. The figure they arrived at was US$522 million. Taking to account the multiplier effect, the total economic impact (in US dollars) generated by this mega event was estimated to be $1.35 billion in flow-on sales, $307 million in income, $713 million of value added and $71 million in tax revenues (Lee and Taylor, 2005, p. 600). This debate is also fuelled by the use of economic impact studies as a justification for bidding for mega events in the first instance. Kasimati (2003) highlights that the ex-ante economic impact studies conducted prior to the Sydney Olympics were commissioned by groups (e.g. the New South Wales Treasury and the Sydney Olympic Bid Committee) who may have had a vested interest in promoting a favourable image of the benefits to ensue from hosting the Games. Regardless of the point at which the economic impact of mega events is assessed (before or after the event takes place), it has been questioned whether the net costs involved in hosting them actually outweigh the potential benefits to be accrued (Hall 1992, cited in Hall 2001).
Gratton et al. (2005, p. 234) note that “sports events are increasingly seen as part of a broader tourism strategy aimed at raising the profile of a city, and therefore success cannot be judged on simply profit and loss basics”. Indeed this is the view that many governments and related event organisations take when bidding to host mega events. It is argued, rightly or wrongly, that given the direct pulling power of these ‘must-see’ events (Getz 1997) and their visible profile generated by way of a global viewing audience, a destination’s own image can benefit, through subsequent raising or repositioning, especially if the event is judged to be successful. The ultimate short and long-term benefits for tourism associated with enhanced destination image relate to increased visitor numbers, whether they are derived from tourists who develop a holistic interest in the destination or sports tourists who wish to visit specific sports attractions (e.g. the stadium where the mega event was held). Whilst bid cities might refer to the legacy of events, as Hall (2005, p. 104) acknowledges the “long-term evaluation of sport tourism and its impact on destinations is virtually non-existent”.
As evidenced above, research investigating the tourism impacts of mega sporting events has overwhelmingly been contextualised using the higher profile examples of the Olympic Games and the World Cup. Recent iterations of the Commonwealth Games, in particular Manchester 2002, have featured more prominently in relation to studies of event volunteering (Downward et al., 2005; Downward and Ralston, 2006; Ralston et al., 2004; Ralston et al., 2005) and urban regeneration and event legacies (Carlsen and Taylor, 2003; Jones and Stokes, 2003; Smith and Fox, 2007). The focus on Malaysia’s hosting of the event in 1998, as the first Asian country and only the second developing nation to do so, targeted research attention on the re-imaging benefits of the Games as part of Malaysia’s attempts to establish itself on the world stage (Silk, 2002; Van Der Westhuizen, 2004). A notable exception to the general focus of studies in this context is the work of Preuss, et al. (2007) that profiles the economic impact of sports event visitors to the 2002 Commonwealth Games. Aligned to the arguments of Lee and Taylor (2005), these authors stress the importance of improved segmentation of visitor markets in order to assess overall economic impact more accurately. Findings from the study indicate that only 50% of respondents were specifically visiting Manchester in order to attend the Games. However, these visitors were likely to spend more during their visit than a ‘typical’ tourist to the area (Preuss, et al. 2007), factors which might confound less complex assessments of economic impact based on a standardised visitor type. Preuss, et al. (2007) call for replication of this research in other mega and major event settings.
The Commonwealth Games

In terms of world events, it has been suggested that the Commonwealth Games are positioned only behind the Olympics and World Cup in terms of size and profile (Van Der Westhuizen, 2004). The story of the Commonwealth Games is presented in terms that frequently balance competitive elements with cultural and friendship dimensions (between participating countries, competitors and spectators) that are, perhaps, less emphasised by other mega event organisers. The origins of the Games begin in Hamilton, Canada where in 1930 eleven countries sent 400 athletes to take part in six sports and 59 events (Commonwealth Games, Federation, 2007). Akin to its Olympic counterpart, excluding times of war (1942 and 1946), the Games have run on a continuous four year cycle since inception. From its early beginnings, the event has seen many changes, not the least being several different names including the British Empire Games (1930-1950), the British Empire and Commonwealth Games (1954-1966) and the British Commonwealth Games (1970-1974) (Commonwealth Games, Federation, 2007).  It was the 1978 Games in Edmonton, Canada that the name of the event was detached from its colonial trappings and re-styled as the Commonwealth Games. The Commonwealth Games also draws particular strength from the geographical dispersion of its participating nations, something of considerable importance in tourism terms, and not evident in regional events such as the Asian Games or the European Athletics Championships. Perhaps the closest parallel to the Commonwealth Games, in conceptual terms, philosophy and core values is the Island Games, a biannual event involving more athletes than the Winter Olympics and who are drawn from 25 competing small island communities (International Island Games Association, n.d.).
The Commonwealth Games takes great pride in its styling as the ‘Friendly Games’ and seeks to set inclusive yet challenging entry requirements for competitors in all sports. The governing body, the Commonwealth Games Federation, has a core set of values – Humanity, Equality and Destiny - that underscore every decision the Federation makes and this is further articulated as “our vision is to promote a unique, friendly, world class Games and to develop sport for the benefit of the people, the nations and territories of the Commonwealth and thereby strengthen the Commonwealth” (Commonwealth Games Federation, 2007).
The focus of the Commonwealth Games was originally on single competition sports. This fundamental tenet did not alter substantially until the 1998 Games in Kuala Lumpur when several team sports were introduced. The 2002 Games in Manchester saw further developments with the inclusion of elite athletes with a disability (EADs) for the first time at any multi-sport event in the world (Smith and Thomas, 2005). This development was also integrated into the Melbourne 2006 competitive sporting program.
As is the case with respect to all mega events, the value and benefits of hosting a Commonwealth Games is argued strongly by host cities and Games’ supporters although detractors do question aspects of the cost-benefit analyses that arrive at highly positive conclusions. In an historical analysis of the 1954 British Empire and Commonwealth Games, hosted by Vancouver, Dawson (2006) notes that there was recognition by the supporters of the event at the time of the potential benefits it might bring to the region in terms of attracting further sporting events and generating publicity. In the case of Manchester, 2002, the benefits were presented in terms of destination and development positioning in a way that goes considerably beyond the event itself: “The bid for the Games was therefore set within a long term, strategic framework, which would harness the key economic assets and opportunities in the region, and this approach in turn commanded the confidence and support of all key partners. These factors were realised in the successful delivery of the Games with the resulting economic and other benefits eventually exceeding expectations” (Maunsell, 2004, p. 30). Likewise, looking forward, New Delhi anticipates benefits that focus on employment, infrastructure enhancements and tourism: “The Commonwealth Games in 2010 will push up India's share in foreign tourist arrivals to about 1.5 per cent in 2010 from mere 0.52 per cent in 2006 out of 842 million tourist arrivals globally” (The Hindu Business Line, 2007).
These substantially optimistic assessments of the economic and wider socio-cultural benefits of hosting the Commonwealth Games, especially in tourism terms, are also to be found in documentation anticipating the Games in Glasgow in 2014. However, such views must be tempered by reference to the debate in Halifax, Nova Scotia. This city withdrew from the 2014 bidding process because of local and national disquiet about the projected benefits in both tourism and wider economic terms. This outcome mirrors a growing trend, mostly closely associated with the Olympics to date, of anti-event alliances springing up in potential bid cities, whose concerns relate to the opportunity costs of hosting these mega events (Kasimati, 2003). It should be noted that Canada, in particular, has experienced anti mega event movements, including ‘Bread not Circuses’ (BNC) associated with Toronto’s Olympic Games bids in 1996 and 2008 (Hall, 2001) and ‘The Impact of the Olympics on Community Coalition’ (IOCC) associated with Vancouver’s successful bid for the Winter Games in 2010 (Kasimati, 2003). The particular success of these movements in Canada may have some origins in the financial losses Montreal experienced from hosting the 1976 Summer Olympic Games.
The strong cultural and migration ties that exist within the Commonwealth create major opportunities for Visiting Friends and Relatives (VFR) tourism in a general sense. The Commonwealth Games act as a focus and spur for such tourism, creating an “excuse” to focus tourist visitation on both the specific city of the event and the wider state, province or country. The influence and extent of VFR travel, however, may act to lessen the economic impact associated with the event, assuming that the yield of these tourists will be significantly reduced compared to tourists with no VFR ties that have to pay for all items associated with their travel. The findings of Preuss et al. (2007) allude to the implications of this point. It was found that the daily expenditure of tourists, day visitors and residents to the 2002 Manchester Commonwealth Games was remarkably similar; however, these calculations excluded the amount spent on accommodation.
Having contextualised the history of the Commonwealth Games, attention is now turned to an examination of the tourism impacts associated with the most recent iteration of the event in Melbourne in 2006.
MELBOURNE 2006 COMMONWEALTH GAMES 
Background to the study

The Commonwealth Games in Melbourne took place between 15 and 26 March 2006 and was the largest, multi-nation sporting event of the year in Australia. A total of 71 countries and 4,500 athletes took part in 16 sports and 24 disciplines (Brown 2006, p. 3) over a period of 10 days. 

This paper provides a secondary analysis of tourism impact of the Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games, aligned whenever possible to the definition of sport tourism provided earlier. A key source of information upon which this analysis is based is the official post-event economic impact study commissioned by the Office of Commonwealth Games Coordination (KPMG, 2006). Supplementing the findings of this report are press articles retrospectively sourced from the Dow Jones Business Interactive (Factiva) database using the identifiers ‘Commonwealth Games’ and ‘economic impact’. Due to the state/national focus of the Games the majority of these items are drawn from a limited number of press sources. In total, approximately 30 articles were attained for analysis, covering the period immediately leading up to the mega event (March 2006) through to the release of the official impact study in October of that same year. This content was analysed in terms of whether each article took a negative, neutral or positive stance in relation to the particular Games impact that was under focus. Internet sources were used to support the investigation where appropriate. 
In using secondary data, the limitations of this paper are recognised. Namely, the KPMG study utilised here to quantify the scope of the 2006 Games, may contain methodological or bias flaws in its estimates of economic impact. Indeed, in the following discussion, deficiencies relating to inadequate identification of visitor groups and their origin, which may potentially affect these estimates, are highlighted.  After conducting an extended review of economic impact studies associated with successive Summer Olympics from 1984 to 2012, Kasamati (2003, p. 438) notes that, in general, “economic models rely on assumptions that reduce the economy to a level of simplicity so that it can be analysed. Each technique is subject to its own limitations defined by its assumptions”. The Computable General Equilibrium (CGE) technique used by KPMG for its post-event evaluation is no exception to this rule. 
In the absence of primary research, the official economic impact study of the Melbourne 2006 Games provides an initial insight into the tourism impacts that were associated with this event. Endeavours were made to support this insight with reference to more academically rigorous research, however, given the recent nature of the event; published articles, particularly journal outputs, are scarce. As counterbalance, the present article has been supplemented with reference to press reports that enable a broader insight into how some of the assessed impacts were actually felt and reported in the host city at the time of the event. While it is acknowledged that this analysis cannot and does not seek to provide a definitive study of the tourism impacts of the Games (e.g. visitor numbers, visitor expenditure, employment generated), our discussion here has merit as the basis for further research and debate.
Pre-event considerations
The bid to host the Commonwealth Games in Melbourne commenced in 1996, with a range of benefits promulgated as likely to accrue to all Victorians if the bid proved successful. Planning in earnest began subsequently after notification in 1999 that Melbourne had been selected as the host city for the 2006 Games (State of Victoria, 2005). Evidence of such planning can be seen in the 2002-2006 Strategic Plan of Tourism Victoria, the peak government planning body for stimulating domestic and international tourism to the State. The Plan details the following tourism objectives relating to the hosting of this mega event:
· “Increase the national and international brand awareness of Melbourne/Victoria.

· Maximise international, interstate and intrastate visitation to the 2006 Commonwealth Games.

· Encourage visitation to Melbourne/Victoria pre and post Commonwealth Games.

· Provide tourism enhancing infrastructure and communication to visitors.

· Capitalise on the relationships that will be developed with global sporting, media and corporate partners” (Tourism Victoria, 2002, p. 121).

Pre-Games estimates (KPMG, cited in KPMG 2006) suggested that the mega event would generate respectively A$100 million and A$48.5 million in international and domestic event tourism expenditure. Comparison with the official post-event study and other secondary sources form the arbiter as to whether these estimates were realistic.
Duration and post-event
Using the definition of sport tourism provided earlier, secondary sources are used to ascertain, where possible, the tourism impact of visitors, spectators, family and friends of athletes, the athletes themselves, their support team and management and volunteers associated with the Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games.
Firstly, the official event economic impact study (KPMG, 2006) indicates that the Commonwealth Games performed favourably compared to the pre-Games estimates of total expenditure accruing to international and domestic visitors. These figures were modelled as being A$173 million and A$75 million respectively, with domestic visitors taken to include those travelling to Victoria from other states of Australia and Victorian residents that chose to holiday in Melbourne during the time of the event (that happened to coincide with School holidays) rather than leaving for another destination. Post-Games first time or repeat visitors, those expected to travel to Melbourne in light of exposure to the event in the media or during their actual Games visit, were estimated to lead to a total inducement effect of A$1.8 million in tourism expenditure for 2007 and 2008 (KPMG, 2006). Whilst the Games was not specifically named, recent reports suggest that Melbourne’s overall events strategy is accountable for Melbourne bucking the general trend towards a levelling out in Australia’s international visitor numbers (Topsfield, 2008).
Figures suggest that the Commonwealth Games attracted a total number of 157,933 people to Melbourne whose purpose of visit was collectively classed in the visitor group comprising ‘spectators, visitors and business’ (KPMG, 2006). Approximately 36% of this cohort was from overseas, 38% from interstate, 23% from Regional Victoria and 3% from metropolitan Melbourne (those foregoing holidays to attend the event). Unfortunately the official report did not provide a breakdown of numbers within this group to reveal how many people were classed as ‘spectators’ and ‘visitors’. Preuss, et al. (2007) experienced similar difficulties in adequately identifying visitor groups to the 2002 Manchester Games, based on the official impact study (Maunsell, 2004), for the purpose of calculating the impact of ‘new’ money generated. Beyond the rather non-descript label of ‘overseas’, the KPMG report also fails to shed any light on the origin of international visitors and whether the 2006 Commonwealth Games helped stimulate tourism from specifically Commonwealth markets. Once again, Preuss et al’s (2007) study provides some clarification of this picture in the context of Manchester. They noted that 8.7% of respondents to their study were visitors from overseas, with just over half coming to the UK from Australia (2.7%) and New Zealand (1.9%).
The KPMG report details figures for the gross visitor spend generated by the event. Adjusted for switching, it was noted that the total spend of overseas, interstate and metropolitan Melbourne visitors was A$153 million, A$71 million and A$2 million respectively (KPMG, 2006). Once again, further delineation amongst visitor groups based on purpose of visit was not provided. From a sport tourism perspective, this reporting confounds efforts to more fully define and segment sport tourism visitors (for example, there is no way of knowing the extent of spectator travel associated with family and friends of athletes travelling to watch them perform first hand) in order to identify their associated impacts. Sponsors were one visitor group whose expenditure was separately assessed and reported. Advice from the Melbourne 2006 Games organisers was used to estimate a base sponsorship figure of A$95.1 million, which was doubled to $190.2 million in recognition that “industry standards suggest sponsors tend to spend between 1 to 3 times the amount they pay for the ‘base sponsorship” (KPMG, 2006, p. 20). While such estimate may fall prey to Kasamati’s (2003) warning that modelling assumptions fuel the limitations of economic impact studies, research by Brown (2007) relating to the sponsor hospitality programmes at the Sydney Olympic Games does attest to the significant investment sponsors make to leverage the benefits of their initial commitment. As the KPMG report does not quantify the number of sponsors or sponsor-hosted visitors travelling to the 2006 Commonwealth Games, it can only be assumed that they fall under the de-identified category of ‘spectators, visitors and business’ mentioned earlier.
Given the definitional boundaries of sport tourism noted in this paper, the tourism impact of athletes and their associated team management attending the Commonwealth Games is considered in the current analysis. The official event economic impact study makes adequate mention of this impact at pre-Games stage and during the event. Pre-Games Training camps were estimated to have generated A$2.9 million in expenditure in the immediate lead up to the event (KPMG, 2006). Final estimates suggested that 3,706 athletes attended the event, accompanied by 2,161 support staff assigned to individual athletes and 71 people who represented broader team management. Gross spend by overseas athletes and officials during the event was estimated at A$9.7 million and A$3.2 million respectively (KPMG, 2006). 
The impact of people travelling to volunteer at the Commonwealth Games was not evaluated in the official economic impact study. This is perhaps understandable given that volunteers are currently not widely recognised in the broader sports literature and, despite available methodologies, their economic contribution to events is rarely evaluated (Solberg, 2003 is a notable exception). The volunteer workforce associated with the Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games numbered 14,500 (Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games, 2006). Analysis of volunteer origin based on applications received at the launch of the volunteer programme reveals the potential of visiting volunteers to contribute new money into Victoria’s economy. Of the applications received, 68% of them were from Melbourne, 15% from regional Victoria, 16% from interstate and 1% from overseas (“If first you don’t succeed”, 2005). Given the time commitment often asked of these volunteers (e.g. availability during the entire Games period), these workers create a significant economic impact not only in relation staffing the event but also for those from interstate or overseas as spending tourists in the destination. It is suggested that a more holistic approach to evaluation of mega and major sporting events is taken, which includes the economic and tourism related impacts of volunteers.
One group that did appear in the official economic impact study but did not feature in our definition of sport tourism, as informed by the literature review, was visiting media. It was reported that 2,713 people visited the Commonwealth Games in this capacity and that the gross spend of interstate media was A$2 million compared to that of A$6.7 million from the overseas contingent (KPMG, 2006). Given the reach of the Commonwealth Games (71 countries) and the proliferation of global media, these figures are hardly surprisingly. What is surprising, however, is that whilst definitions of sport tourism have acknowledged the immediate stakeholders surrounding sports events (e.g. spectators, athletes, athletes’ family and friends, team management), at a broader level, the associated impacts of other groups such as the media and volunteers, whose travel motivations are tied to these events have not yet been widely recognised. Inclusive definitions are required to adequately assess the economic impact associated with all sport tourists regardless of whether they are first or second tier players in the game so to speak.
The official study revealed the overall economic impact of the Melbourne Commonwealth Games in 2006 was a contribution of A$1.6 billion to Gross State Product (GSP) and the generation of 13,600 full-time equivalent positions (KPMG, 2006). Attention will now be turned to examine how this impact was felt and reported in the host city in the immediate lead up to the event, during the event (15th-26th March) and in the post-event period through to the release of the official impact study in October 2006.
On the positive side, there was evidence in employment figures reported in the press immediately before the event (10th March) of the employment boom that was subsequently assessed in the official economic impact study as being attributable to the Commonwealth Games. It was noted that Victoria’s employment figure increased by 20,000 in February 2006 and that some of this boost was “possibly triggered by the Commonwealth Games” (Gordon, 2006, p. 3). The creation of a ‘bubble’ in part-time jobs in Victoria for the period was also associated with its hosting of the Games (Murdoch, 2006, p. 73). In terms of visitation, during the Games there were positive reports about numbers in excess of 200,000 attending the accompanying cultural event (Barclay and Plant, 2006, p. 19) and an additional A$270 million being generated for Victoria as a result of Games tourism (“Tourists spend up, 2006). Interestingly, this latter figure was cited by the then Premier of Victoria, prior to the close of the Games and long before the official economic impact study was released. As the source of this figure was not cited in the article, it may cast some doubt on the credibility on this estimate in light of perhaps what may be viewed as a vested interest on behalf of the government in promoting the benefits of the Commonwealth Games to all Melbournians. 
For the hospitality industry in Melbourne, a jump in the average nightly room rate in March 2006 (sourced from the Australian Bureau of Statistics’ Survey of Tourist Accommodation) was positive news attributed to the hosting of the Commonwealth Games (Dunleavy, 2006). This is despite reports a week prior to the commencement of the Games that Melbourne hoteliers were still running at 80 to 85 per cent occupancy and that last minute discounting of rates was taking place (Smith, 2006). Other more negative reports, particularly in the post-event period, actually questioned the impact of the mega event. In May 2006, it was reported that there were “14,000 fewer international visitors in the lead-up to and during the Games than at the same time last year” (Freegard, 2006, p. 8) and the associated business impact of the event was called into doubt by a survey of small and medium businesses conducted over the April-May period suggesting that “26 per cent of businesses across the board said the Games had a negative impact” (Heaney, 2006, p. 66). More broadly speaking, the political process attached to the Games attracted some critical media attention due to a delay in the release of the official economic impact study, which critics suggested was timed to coincide with State elections being held in November 2006. The following quote attests to the cynicism associated with the official Games accounts, “no doubt a consultant’s report will trumpet the positive economic spinoffs and roll out a big-figure estimate on how many dollars the Games generated” (Donohue, 2006, p. 33). Related to this point, it should be noted that subsequent to the release of the Games economic impact study in October 2006, Victoria’s Auditor-General released findings noting that the economic impacts associated with some of the State’s major events had been vastly overestimated (Hughes, 2007). Whilst the Commonwealth Games was not the focus of the Auditor-General’s findings (the Australian Grand Prix featured prominently in this reporting), it might be reasonable to expect that they would still cast some shadow of doubt in the mind of Victorians when questioning whether the overall benefits versus costs of the Commonwealth Games made it a worthwhile investment for Melbourne.
These positive and negative aspects associated with the reporting of the Commonwealth Games in the immediate lead up to, during and after the event offer a broader perspective of the tourism impacts of the Games that in light of the recentness of the event and limited access to other sources of primary data, would have been gained from purely relying on the findings of the official economic impact study. Differing information sources were used to support these reports, which subsequently leads to varying estimates for key tourism indicators such visitor numbers and expenditure. Whilst a potential downside, it is also a strength of the paper in recognising that impacts are not always as definitive as economic impact studies would suggest and that in light of the competitive nature of bidding for mega events such as the Commonwealth Games and the growing number of anti-event alliances involved who question the opportunity costs of events, perhaps a broader perspective related to the impacts of sport tourism and mega events in general is just what is needed. 
CONCLUSIONS
This paper, about the Commonwealth Games in tourism terms, highlights the role that mega sports tourism can play in stimulating the local and national tourism economy and, perhaps, providing a different dimension to tourism visitation than that associated with mainstream leisure and business travel. Our discussion also provides a study of Commonwealth tourism in a high profile, globally visible form, something that is perhaps lacking in other dimensions of tourism within and between Commonwealth member states.
From a sport tourism perspective, the findings of the present paper suggest that more inclusive definitions and better segmentation of sports tourism visitors is required in order to identify the associated impacts of visiting spectators, athletes, accompanying family and friends, officials, support staff, media and volunteers and accurately estimate the ‘new’ money their travel generates in the host economy. It is suggested that a more holistic approach to evaluation of mega and major sporting events is required, which includes the economic and tourism related impacts of all these groups, regardless of whether they are first or second tier players in the game so to speak.
Recognising that impacts are not always as definitive as economic impact studies would suggest and that in light of the competitive nature of bidding for mega events such as the Commonwealth Games and the growing number of anti-event alliances involved who question the opportunity costs of events, perhaps a broader perspective related to the impacts of sport tourism and mega events in general is needed. Methodological deficiencies in work undertaken in this regard do not help dispassionate evaluation of the claims and counter claims in this regard. In the context of Melbourne, the crucial official impact study (KPMG, 2006) does not provide a breakdown of visitor numbers which reveal how many people were classed as ‘spectators’ and ‘visitors’. Beyond the rather nondescript label of ‘overseas’, the KPMG report also fails to shed any light on the origin of international visitors and to what extent the 2006 Commonwealth Games helped stimulate general and VFR tourism from Commonwealth markets. There are clear lessons here for those engaged in future games evaluation exercises.
Notwithstanding the extent of debate that any mega event can stimulate, the unique context of the Commonwealth Games provides a major justification for their consideration in economic, political, social and cultural terms. The only rationale for the Commonwealth Games is the existence of the Commonwealth itself and should the sponsoring umbrella organisation fade in its role and significance, this unique mega event, the “Friendly Games” will undoubtedly disappear as well, to the detriment of sport and tourism but also inter-cultural and inter-communal relations as well. The corollary of this, as our paper attempts to demonstrate, is that the Games do add an important social, cultural and sporting dimension to the Commonwealth, creating “reasons to travel and visit” for those involved including competitors, officials, spectators and volunteers. They also provide a Commonwealth-wide platform to promote destinations and countries in their best possible light.
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