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Figure 22: Press coverage of Liverpool ECoC events – % positive or neutral

National coverage Local coverage 

Source: Impacts 08 research

Online coverage

Online media environments with Web 2.0 functions are playing an increasingly significant role in the
positioning of large scale events, particularly as they allow local communities to appropriate the narrative
and become ‘citizen journalists’, thus sharing their own experiences with the wider world. The Liverpool
ECoC became a prominent feature within locally-led social media environments such as Facebook, Flickr
and YouTube in the years leading up to and during 2008.72 Online user-led representations of Liverpool in
2008 were largely related to the Liverpool ECoC experience. Local mainstream media, in particular the
Liverpool Daily Post newspaper, actively promoted online engagement via photo sharing on Flickr. During
the Liverpool ECoC year there was also greater social media usage across established arts institutions in
the city, many of which created their first Facebook groups and Twitter accounts during 2008.73 Overall,
500 Facebook pages, groups and events were created around Liverpool ECoC content, some of which
utilised the Liverpool 08 logo to identify their community. These groups together engaged over
13,000 members. Over 50,000 photographs with ECoC related tags were uploaded to Flickr during
2008, indicating a growth of up to 23% in activity over the year. In YouTube, over 2,200 videoclips
were uploaded with a specific reference to the Liverpool ECoC, generating over 2.5m views
throughout the year.
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72 Impacts 08 has published a separate report on the online impact of Liverpool ECoC activities, which explains in more detail the nature and outreach capacities of all
social media special platforms listed here. Find details at the end of this report.

73 The use of Facebook as a social interaction platform reached the mainstream worldwide in the mid to late part of 2007. In Liverpool, the usage of this platform within
arts and cultural environments grew most rapidly during 2008 itself. This cannot be seen an exclusively Liverpool ECoC motivated phenomenon. However, the ECoC
programme had some degree of influence stimulating the growth of this and related online platforms within Liverpool-based arts and culture environments as there
was a higher than average demand to share images and written experiences about the ECoC programme.



The events that became most prominent within social media environments were mostly mass
participation open air events which provided many opportunities for taking pictures or videos. The Go
Superlambananas Parade (125 replicas of the public art work Superlambanana, decorated by artists
and communities and placed mainly around the city) dominated online engagement across platforms.
La Princesse (a 50 foot mechanical spider that travelled around the city centre for five days) was
particularly prominent in YouTube and Flickr. The Mathew Street Festival and Liverpool Summer Pops Music
Festival, as well as high profile and well established international media events such as the MTV awards,
also generated high volumes of online content including a ‘Liverpool’ and/or ‘ECoC’ tag, mainly through
the sharing of televised clips via YouTube. Further, the Liverpool ECoC Opening and Closing events created
the highest peaks in volume of Google searches using the term ‘Liverpool’ and/or ‘ECoC 2008’, locally
and internationally. This reinforces the importance of these moments as key markers in a year-long
programme, largely as media events. 

Over the 2008 period, key searches to interrupt the dominance of football and football related searches
within Google were the phrase ‘Liverpool 2008’ (referring to the Liverpool ECoC programme at large), the
opening of the Liverpool Echo Arena (which also marked the launch of the Liverpool ECoC year), the
opening of the Liverpool ONE shopping complex, and high profile Liverpool ECoC events such as the
Liverpool Sound (McCartney concert), the Tall Ships (an international regatta), the Klimt Exhibition at Tate
Liverpool, and La Princesse. Interestingly, the MTV awards did not generate content unique to Liverpool nor
strong associations with the Liverpool ECoC specifically, but did create important associations with the city

42 Image and perceptions

The Go Superlambanana Parade involved 125 replicas of an established public art
piece, decorated by artists and communities and scattered throughout the city.
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of Liverpool online, renewing interest in its contemporary music scene. Google searches did not indicate
any cross-fertilisation of audience participation between Liverpool 2008 and Stavanger 2008 (the
Norway-based ECoC), though they did suggest that Liverpool 2008 dominated the worldwide English-
speaking searches for European Capital of Culture-related content in 2008.

Although most Liverpool ECoC online content was generated by locally based organisations, there was a
range of major national organisations that gave significant amounts of online profile to the Liverpool
ECoC, including interactive platforms. These included the BBC, Arts Council England and the Department
of Culture, Media and Sport. The BBC site was the environment most likely to reach out to an international
online audience.

4.2. Awareness of Liverpool as ECoC 
Awareness that Liverpool was ECoC in 2008 (implying both awareness of Liverpool and of the European
Capital of Culture title or Liverpool 08 brand) rose noticeably among the public both regionally, and in
particular, nationally between 2005 and 2008, so that by 2008 over 60% of the UK knew about the
Liverpool ECoC. In addition, the percentage of people who felt they knew about Liverpool ECoC rose to
nearly 70% of the local population, and this not only implies successful awareness raising by Liverpool
Culture Company, but also some local confidence in the messages that were being put out, which had
been a challenge for the Liverpool Culture Company in aiming for inclusion of all Liverpool residents.
Levels of knowledge nationally were lower, but it is interesting to note that nearly a quarter of the North
West and North Wales public felt they knew a ‘great deal’ or ‘a fair amount’ about Liverpool ECoC.

Figure 23: Unprompted awareness Figure 24: Know ‘a great deal’ or ‘a fair amount’
of Liverpool as ECoC about Liverpool ECoC (%)

Source: NOP annual perception surveys 

These findings correspond closely to findings from Northwest Regional Development Agency research
which found that 65% of UK residents were aware of the Liverpool ECoC in 2008/9, a rise from 46% in
2006. People had heard about it via television news (55%), local press (25%), television documentaries
(13%), other television (15%) and radio news (11%).74
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74 From 2009 MORI IPSOS Research for NWDA, Perceptions of the North West. Note that this survey did not include a specific question about online media, thus this
data is not available.



4.3. Press Coverage of Liverpool
General coverage about the city of Liverpool, independently of any specific reference to the ECoC
title, saw a remarkable change from the mid 1990s to end of 2008. Such a change in trends suggests
that the ECoC title award has had a degree of influence on the wider media narrative (particularly at a
national level).

National Media

In the period from 1996 to January 2009, national coverage of the city of Liverpool saw major fluctuations
in the split between positive, negative and neutral stories. In 1996, coverage was quite polarised, with a
slight dominance of negative stories and a very low percentage of neutral stories. This was followed by a
peak in positive coverage (46%) in 2003 (the year of ECoC title award) and a drop in negative stories, a
trend which was completely reverted in 2005. The volume of positive stories diminished significantly
between the end of 2003 and 2007, but reverted to 2005 levels in 2008, when percentages of positive,
negative and neutral stories are more or less equal (with slight dominance of positive stories). This suggests
that coverage on Liverpool has become less polarised along positive or negative lines and involves a
wider spectrum of stories and levels of analysis. 

The largest change in press coverage of Liverpool relates to the share of coverage given to different
‘themes’, with a 211% growth in stories about the city’s arts and cultural scene. In contrast, discussion on
social issues, which was clearly the dominant theme in the mid 1990s, in 2000 and in 2005, has become
secondary to arts and culture in 2008. This suggests a clear reverse of approach nationally: from an
emphasis on (mostly negative) social issues in the mid and late 1990s to (mostly positive) cultural stories
from 2003 onwards. Liverpool’s image renaissance has also attracted a high volume of national
coverage throughout this period, while the city’s economy, physical change and political issues have
produced a far lower percentage of articles. The emphasis on (positive) culture and image stories can be
associated with the ECoC title and early trends in 2009 indicate that such predominance will continue
beyond 2008, thus becoming a sustained symbolic legacy of the city’s ECoC status.

Figure 25: Percentage of thematic focus on Liverpool national press stories 1996 - 2008 

Source: Impacts 08 research
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Local Media

Figure 26: Percentage of local press attitudes 2003-2008

Source: Impacts 08 research

In contrast with national trends, local papers have become less neutral or descriptive about Liverpool
since 2003, and show an extremely marked growth in total positive coverage from that year on, from
39% positive stories in 2003 to 56% in 2008. There have been no drops in levels of positive coverage
(apart from in 2005), while negative coverage, which increased markedly between 2003 and 2005,
dropped again in 2007 and 2008. 

Figure 27: Percentage of thematic focus in Liverpool local press 2003 - 2008

Source: Impacts 08 research

As in the case of the national press, the most marked change in thematic focus was the growth in arts
and culture stories (from just over 10% to 25%). There was also a noticeable drop in stories about the city’s
physical or environmental change, which dominated in 2003 and 2005 but remained around 10% in
subsequent years. Stories on the city’s economy saw a marked fluctuation, from representing over 23% of
all coverage in 2003, to 14% in 2005 and back to near 25% in 2008, a similar proportion to arts and
culture stories. In contrast with the national scene, coverage on the city’s social issues remained stable and
dominant throughout, always around the 25% mark. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

03 05 07 08

Negative

Positive

Neutral

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

50

40

30

20

10

0

03 05 07 08

City Image
Economics
Physical Change
Arts & Culture
Social Issues
Management



4.4. Perceptions of Liverpool
National Opinion

Over the four years from 2005 to 2008 overall positive impressions of Liverpool increased amongst all
groups surveyed,75 with a statistically significantly rise in the national population outside the North West
(from 53% to 60% reporting positive impressions). Perhaps more importantly for Liverpool the percentage
of those with a negative view dropped, with a ‘rest of UK’ fall from 20% to 14% and the percentage of
those with a very positive impression rose from 18% to 23%. In the same period, among the same sample,
‘very positive’ impressions of Manchester and Glasgow remained the same or declined. In addition, more
people felt Liverpool was a place they wanted to go to (64%, a rise from 58% in 2005) and less felt it
was a place they didn’t want to go to (26% from 32% in 2005).

The top things mentioned when people in the rest of the UK were asked ‘what are the good things about
Liverpool?’ remained fairly consistent between 2005 and 2008 and were (in approximate ranking order):
the people/characters; football/sport; buildings/heritage; the waterfront and also, that it was ‘interesting’,
with ‘lots to do’ and/or ‘a good nightlife’. References to ‘shopping’ rose slightly as a response over this
period. However, the percentage of people who said ‘nothing’ was good also rose. Regardless of the
latter, the percentage of people who indicated they ‘did not know anything good’ about Liverpool
declined. A few people spontaneously mentioned the Liverpool ECoC, around 4% in 2008.

In terms of ‘bad things about Liverpool’, again there was general consistency between 2005 and 2008,
with by far the biggest proportion who identified anything bad saying ‘crime’, then ‘decay/urban decline’.
It is worth noting that although around 20% of people outside the North West felt Liverpool was worse
than the rest of the UK for crime, around 45% consistently felt it was much the same. The percentage of
people saying there was nothing bad about Liverpool rose from 19% to 26%.

These overall findings of Liverpool’s national profile correspond with the NWDA research finding that
Liverpool is the second most spontaneously cited North West asset after the Lake District among the British
population.76 In the North West itself, Liverpool was seen as a strength of the region by 47% of residents, a
rise of nine percentage points from 2001; however it was still seen as a weakness by 12% (although less
so than four other regional towns/cities).

There was some increase in recognition of Merseyside too, with both North West and British residents
seeing it more favourably in 2008/9 than in 2001. This change in perception brought it in line with, or
slightly ahead of, Greater Manchester.

46

75 Results based on annual survey carried out for Liverpool Culture Company by GfK/NOP, with samples in Liverpool, the rest of the North West/North Wales, and the rest
of the UK – with a weighting to the South East. Results are significant at 6%-7% shifts.

76 From 2009 MORI IPSOS Research for NWDA, Perceptions of the North West.

Image and perceptions
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Visitor Opinion

Overall, visitor satisfaction with Liverpool as a tourist destination improved across a wide range of
measures. Visitors from the region, the UK as a whole and internationally rated the city more highly than in
2006 and than other benchmark towns and cities.77

Particularly relevant to Liverpool, given that crime was cited as the top problem with the city in national
polls (above), the ‘feeling of safety from crime’ rose between 2006 and 2008, meaning that 90% of
visitors in 2008 felt positive about safety from crime. This is more or less level with views about other cities
(average 89% positive) and it is apparent that the visit itself helped to shape this improved perception as
77% of respondents felt Liverpool was ‘safer than I expected’. 

Overall views on Liverpool remained far more positive than on other cities and rose between 2006 and
2008, with 99% of respondents feeling positive about the ‘general atmosphere’ (compared to 91% in
2006 and 89% in other cities) and 97% feeling positive about the ‘feeling of welcome’ (compared with
88% in 2006 and 87% in other cities).

Views on attractions (range, quality of service and value for money) ranged between 86% and 95%
positive in 2008 compared with ‘all cities’ averages of 73% - 82% positive in 2008, and showed a rise
from Liverpool scores of 77%-85% positive in 2006. Similarly views on places to eat and drink and on
shopping (in particular on range and quality of service) were both well above the benchmark of other
cities and also showed a significant improvement on previous years. These results probably reflected the
opening of a number of new bars and restaurants as well as the partial opening (at time of survey) of the
Liverpool ONE development. 95% of respondents replied positively to questions on the range of shops.

In terms of the signage and finding one’s way around the city, although there were clear levels of net
satisfaction (60-69% positive), satisfaction levels did not rise as much as in other areas such as attractions,
retail and eating/drinking. There are three types of findings related to signage: 

– Road signage showed an improvement in satisfaction, to the point where it was comparable to that for
other cities (whereas previously Liverpool was behind). 

– Pedestrian signage showed little change in satisfaction scores (although note that over this period,
comparator cities typically showed a drop in this regard. It is also felt that Liverpool’s result may be
‘tainted’ to some extent by the continuing construction work in the city over this period.) 

– There was a significant reduction in satisfaction with display maps and information boards (although,
again, there was a drop – albeit smaller - in satisfaction with these in other cities too). 

77 Results in this section come from the Liverpool Destination Benchmarking Survey, undertaken by England’s Northwest Research Service (ENWRS), with pan-UK
comparative data provided by Tourism Southeast. Destination Benchmarking surveys are designed to update information from previous surveys on the profile,
behaviour and opinions of tourists in Liverpool in order to identify emerging trends and benchmark against a group of other large towns/cities. Data collection was
carried out from June – Oct 2008. Scores were assigned from very good to very poor on a 5=very good, 1= very poor, so that a score of 3 is neutral.

The people and characters of Liverpool
were perceived as one of the highest
ranking ‘good things’ about the city.



48 Image and perceptions

Liverpool 08 banners over Bold Street.

99% of visitors particularly
liked the ‘general
atmosphere’ and 97% the
‘feeling of welcome’ in
Liverpool during 2008.
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Local Opinion

Local opinion of Liverpool in the period 2005 to 2008 was generally positive, with around 60% of people
having a very positive impression of Liverpool (remaining more or less the same over the Liverpool ECoC
period) and those with a negative opinion remaining at around 5% of the total population. Good things
about Liverpool were felt to be the people (60%), followed by buildings, the waterfront, nightlife and
museums and galleries. In 2008 there was a significant rise in the percentage of local people who
mentioned both shopping and that Liverpool was ‘an interesting place, with lots to do’. The ECoC title as
a spontaneous response rose consistently year on year from 4% in 2005 to 10% in 2008.

In line with opinions within the rest of the UK, bad things about Liverpool were felt to be crime,
decay/urban decline as well as the people. However, local people placed greater importance on litter
and on Liverpool’s poor reputation/negative media reporting, as issues of concern.

The opinion that changed most over time was how local people felt Liverpool compared to other cities,
with the percentage of people thinking Liverpool was better for hotels, music, galleries and particularly
shopping increasing significantly between 2005 and 2008.

From Impacts 08’s own research, it was apparent that local residents tended to have a view that external
impressions of Liverpool were more negative than was the reality. In 2007, the majority of respondents
(53%) felt that people outside Liverpool generally tended to view the city negatively. However, only 5% felt
that this situation was getting worse, while 64% felt it was improving. By 2009, the percentage of
respondents who felt that people outside Liverpool had a negative view of the city had dropped to 38%,
a drop of 15% on previous years, with those thinking the situation was improving rising to 69%. This
improvement was, in the main, seen as the result of new city centre developments and publicity arising
from the Liverpool ECoC, and from the positive word of mouth being spread by visitors to the city and
students. However a minority of respondents felt that attitudes to Liverpool outside the city were
entrenched and efforts to improve Liverpool’s image were undermined by continuing high levels of
poverty and unemployment, and by Liverpool’s history of racial division. 

Over 60% of Liverpool
residents had a very positive
impression of the city. Good
things were felt to be the
people, followed by buildings,
the waterfront, the nightlife
and museums and galleries.



5Governance and
delivery process

Workmen look on as Cllr. Warren Bradley, leader of Liverpool City Council,
opens the first phase of the Liverpool ONE shopping development in 2008.

A key ambition of the Impacts 08 programme has been to assess and document not
only the outcomes and impacts of delivering an ECoC, but also to explore the
operational management of this process. Past research suggests that one of the most
valuable and sustainable legacies of hosting a large scale event is the opportunity to
establish new joint working practices across sectors and new forms of stakeholder
partnerships. This section provides an overview of Impacts 08’s analysis of Liverpool’s
approach to ECoC governance and the philosophy behind this process. It starts by
reflecting the high levels of commitment to the Liverpool ECoC in funding terms, as
well as providing an overview of the approach to building partnerships. The section
ends with an assessment of how this process was viewed by key local and
international stakeholders, as well as the levels of confidence held by the local and
regional population in Liverpool’s ability to deliver the ECoC and maximise its
potential positive impacts.



5.1. Liverpool ECoC Income and Expenditure 
Liverpool ECoC’s total income was considerably higher than that of most recent ECoCs, and was the
highest single income of an ECoC to date.78 Its sponsorship and earned income of almost £26.4m was
the highest for any ECoC, as was the total amount provided by the local authority.

For the purposes of comparison in Figure 28 the income and expenditure of other recent ECoCs has been
allocated against headings which have been chosen for their relevance to Liverpool’s situation. The results
show that Liverpool City Council put a higher than average (of the sample of ECoCs) percentage of the
total funding into Liverpool ECoC, with other public sector grants forming a lower percentage than
average of Liverpool’s income.

Figure 28: Comparative income sources Liverpool and other ECoCs

Income Sources of ECoC Liverpool Linz Stavanger Sibiu Lux’bourg Lille Glasgow
200879 2009 200880 2007 2007 2004 1990

Sponsors and
Earned Income 20% 11% 28% 16% 8% 18% 11%

City Council 58% 58% 37% 51% 22% 30% 66%

Other Public Sectors 22% 31% 34% 33% 70% 52% 23%

Total Income £129.9 £62.4 £30.8 £12.1 £41.1 £51.6 £68.1
€155.4 €68.7 €36.9 €16.9 €57.5 €73.7 €81.5

Source: Various81

In terms of expenditure, any comparison should be made advisedly, in particular as Liverpool’s
expenditure on the ECoC covered a six year period, whereas most other ECoCs restricted delivery
to between one and three years, hence the decision to give two sets of figures overleaf for
Liverpool’s expenditure. 
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78 Please note that any comparison between the income and income sources of different ECoCs should be treated with caution due to differing governance structures,
management models and local definitions used. In general, funding from the city and its immediate region is denoted ‘city council’ as most comparable to Liverpool’s
case. Sponsorship and earned income includes trusts and foundations funding where that was received, e.g. in Sibiu. The conversion rate, from EUR into GBP and (in
the case of Liverpool) GBP into EUR, that is used here is that published by the European Commission in December of the respective ECoC year, see
http://ec.europa.eu/budget/inforeuro/ (accessed Jan 2010). The total income (£40m) for Glasgow (Myerscough J. Monitoring Glasgow 1990, Published Glasgow City
Council, 1991) was recalculated subject to inflation to December 2008 to enable comparison with Liverpool. See
http://www.bankofengland.co.uk/education/inflation/calculator/flash/index.htm (accessed Jan 2010). A conversion from GBP into EUR was applied at the rate given for
December 2008 as above.

79 Income for entire operating period of Liverpool Culture Company: Apr 2003-Mar 2009.
80 It is important to note that the total income for Stavanger exceeded total expenditure. A surplus of €788,288 (£658,851) was made ‘which will be returned to the

owners Stavanger, Sandes and the Region to sustain funding for culture’. Stavanger 2008 Our Story (2009) p252 available from
http://www.stavanger2008.no/docs/Publikasjoner/2008_eng_web.pdf (accessed Jan 2010). 

81 Income and expenditure distribution for Liverpool 2008 was obtained directly from Liverpool Culture Company. Glasgow figures were obtained from Myerscough
(1991); Lille from Palmer and Richards European Cultural Capital Report, Arnhem The Netherlands: ATLAS (2007); Luxembourg from Tourism Research and Marketing,
Luxembourg and Greater region, European Capital of Culture 2007, Final Report (2008) available from http://mcesr.public.lu/presse/annee_culturelle_2007; Linz from
press release available from http://www.linz09.at/en/detailseite/presse/information/presse-information/2897767.html; Vilnius from Vilnius ECoC team, Dec 2009,
Stavanger as in note 80 above; Sibiu from Nistor S, Sibui, Capital_ Cultural_ European_ 2007 (2008).



Figure 29: Comparative expenditure Liverpool and other ECoCs

Liverpool Liverpool Linz Stavanger Lux’bourg Lille 
2008 2008 2009 2008 2007 2004
(2003-9) (2008/9

ECoC Expenditure only)

Programming 64% 73% 62% 66% 71% 80%

Promotion and Marketing 20% 14% 19% 21% 18% 10%

Overheads/administration 16% 13% 19% 13% 11% 10%

Source: Various, as for Figure 28.

5.2. Mitigating environmental impact 
Large scale cultural events can impact negatively on the environment, and with this in mind Liverpool
Culture Company employed an officer with an environmental remit (covering both programming within an
environment theme, particularly in the 2009 Year of the Environment, and enhancing environmental
sustainability). This post was not created at a senior level so commitment did not always permeate
through the whole organisation; however there was considerable good practice. For example, there was
consistent publicity about public transport options to attend events produced in partnership with sponsors
Merseytravel, Virgin Trains, Northern Rail, Transpennine Express and Arriva. For the 2008 People’s Opening
Event, which was the official launch to the year, 40% of the audience travelled to the event by local rail.82

The Liverpool Culture Company also took a lead within the Liverpool City Council in terms of
environmental policy, and achieved ISO140001 status in April 2008.83 As part of this process, there was a
weighting towards environmentally friendly measures in contract tendering (e.g. for event catering) and
regular promotion of environmental awareness at events.
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82 Merseyrail reported 15,000 extra journeys that night, while the total audience is estimated at 38,000. (This does not account for those audience members who may
have used buses, cycled or walked).

83 The international environmental management standard ISO 14001 is a voluntary initiative aimed at improving company environmental performance. 

20% of all Liverpool ECoC
income was from sponsorship
and earned income. The total
sponsorship gained, £22.3m,
was the highest amount ever
attracted by an ECoC.
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5.3. Building the Partnership
Statutory, Private and Third Sector links

One of the key features of the governance and process of delivering the Liverpool ECoC was the
involvement of stakeholders, both structurally and less formally, and the development of partnerships.
Stakeholder management as an activity featured in a number of the governance structure iterations, and,
for a time, Liverpool Culture Company had a dedicated member of staff with the role of Relationship
Manager. It is also worth noting the secondment in 2006 of the then Chief Executive of the Royal Liverpool
Philharmonic to the post of Associate Cultural Director within the Company. His role was to advise the
creative team on planning, on relationships with cultural organisations and practitioners in Liverpool and
links with the Department of Culture, Media and Sport and Arts Council England. This post was created in
the particular context of the resignation of the Liverpool ECoC Artistic Director earlier in that year, and
indicates something of a response to concerns from a range of stakeholders, particularly DCMS, ACE and
the cultural sector.

Public sector engagement was evident through board membership, which included stakeholders and
expertise from local, regional and national sources; and through secondments – for example, from the
Learning and Skills Council and Liverpool Primary Care Trust. Other examples of stakeholder engagement
included the ‘Countdown Group’, which was set up in April 2007 to co-ordinate activities in Liverpool to
ensure that the city was prepared for the ECoC year. The group was chaired by the Chief Executive of
Liverpool Vision, the city’s economic development company, and members included the Project Director
for the Liverpool ONE development, as well as other public and private sector stakeholders and decision-
makers. Agencies such as Merseyside Police nominated senior individuals to lead, internally and externally,
on their involvement with the Liverpool ECoC. 

The Creative Communities Sub-Group of the Board, chaired by the Creative Director of the North West
Disability Arts Forum, had the remit of supporting the specific work of the Creative Communities Programme
in engaging with a wide range of public and third sector stakeholders. Membership included senior
officers from the local health trusts, police force, neighbourhood management, housing, as well as faith
and voluntary networks and the media. This group had a strong coherence, continuing to meet
throughout the process until the Board was reduced in size, when it became involved with the
development of Liverpool’s Cultural Strategy and the Cultural Task Force of the Local Strategic
Partnership.84 Outcomes of this work included a noticeable change in the way culture was viewed in
Liverpool amongst the statutory sector and the level of interest in and commitment to culture as a delivery
and change tool held by group members, partly as a result of their time on the sub-group. Liverpool’s
Cultural Strategy, published at the end of 2008, arose from a cross-sectoral consultation process with
which health, regeneration and community safety professionals engaged very strongly.

The relationship between the cultural sector and Liverpool Culture Company was particularly focused by
the development of, and engagement with, the Liverpool Arts Regeneration Consortium (LARC) and Small
and Medium Arts Collective (SMAC) during the lead up to the Liverpool ECoC, as well as through the
existing Arts and Culture Network (ACN), a sub-group of the Liverpool Community Network. LARC’s
development and success is particularly interesting, as it emerged from an early alliance of the ‘Big
Four/Five’ cultural institutions who occasionally met together in the late 1990s and, since 2006,

84 Local Strategic Partnerships (LSPs) are non-statutory, multi-agency partnerships, which match local authority boundaries. Their work is constituted by Local Area
Agreements (LAAs) which are three-year contracts between central government and local authorities that are intended to state how key priorities of local people are
delivered within their neighbourhoods. 



encompasses eight institutions which now meet at the most senior level every two weeks, and have
gained almost £6million of investment collectively since 2005, including national government programmes
such as Find Your Talent and Creative Apprenticeships, as well as the largest award from the Arts Council’s
Thrive! programme. 

Sponsorship and Commercial Support

Private sector engagement in Liverpool’s ECoC was constantly maintained through Liverpool Culture
Company board membership, and was also the subject of sponsorship development activity. As noted
earlier in this report, there were four levels of possible sponsorship designed by Liverpool Culture
Company: Official Partner, Official Supporter, Supplier and Friend. This resulted in a total sponsorship
income of £22.3m, including £7.5m of in kind support. Liverpool 08 Sponsors felt committed to the city and
motivated to support the Liverpool ECoC, building on their established relationship with Liverpool.85

In addition, Liverpool Chamber of Commerce worked with the Company to set up 08businessconnect,
which still has an active website, supporting business engagement with the Liverpool ECoC through tender
opportunities, business to business relationships and business to culture relationships.

Figure 30: Sponsorship and business support

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Measure
Organisational Members of
08businessconnect (cumulative) 542 2,096 3,529 4,679

Number of sponsors (cumulative) 1 9 11 26 32

Cash income from sponsors 1,098 2,788 2,873 3,542 4,442
(financial year £000s) 

In kind income from sponsors 0 904 1,372 2,613 2,658
(financial yr £000s)

Total income from sponsors
(financial yr £000s) 1,098 3,692 4,245 6,155 7,100

Source: Liverpool Culture Company
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85 A more detailed assessment of Liverpool 08 sponsors as key Liverpool ECoC stakeholders is available in a separate Impacts 08 report, listed at the end of this report.
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5.4. Stakeholders’ Views on Liverpool ECoC
Local stakeholders

Views of key stakeholders around the city, including individuals from the statutory and voluntary sectors,
local investors and developers, of the impacts of Liverpool ECoC centred around three main points: 

– that hosting the ECoC in Liverpool was seen as a success; 

– that the Liverpool ECoC had added value to existing programmes and trends already taking place in
Liverpool since the end of the 1990s; and

– that there was great potential, but also great risk, associated with the legacy of the Liverpool ECoC.

The first of these points emerged as a universal response from stakeholders, and was felt to be manifest in
a number of different ways: the raising of aspirations and confidence within Liverpool; the transformation
of external perceptions of Liverpool, particularly within the UK; the quality of events and experiences
during 2008; the legacy of infrastructural changes – mostly physical – which took place at the same time,
particularly the new Arena and Convention Centre Liverpool; and the influence of the Liverpool ECoC in
supporting Liverpool’s response to the economic downturn and potential for alleviating the impact of the
recession in late 2008 and into 2009.

The second point was by no means universally defined and agreed upon. Some stakeholders stressed the
importance of the Liverpool ECoC to the city’s physical regeneration, seeing it as a crucial factor in
focusing the completion of developments, with particular reference to the Arena and Convention Centre
Liverpool and the Liverpool ONE complex. Other stakeholders felt that the Liverpool ECoC had added
value to, but not driven regeneration programmes, and saw regeneration programmes as being largely
unconnected to the Liverpool ECoC. 

In considering the legacy of the Liverpool ECoC, stakeholders referenced the strength of the infrastructure
and cultural life of the city, and the way in which the Liverpool ECoC had affected the image of the city
and had now caused culture to be much more strongly associated with the city’s ‘brand’. There were
some doubts, however, about the best way of capitalising on the Liverpool ECoC and some confusion as
to what plans were being made for the future, particularly amongst stakeholders who did not have a
close connection to Liverpool First, the Local Strategic Partnership. In early 2009 Liverpool launched a new
brand for the city, building on the Liverpool 08 brand experience and pursuing an explicit ‘cultural’ angle.
Local stakeholder reactions to this brand have not yet been assessed, beyond some mixed reactions
within the local media, but this initiative is an indication of the city’s ongoing commitment to build on the
momentum generated by the Liverpool ECoC and the need to maintain wider stakeholder engagement
to develop a credible and distinct city narrative. 
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International stakeholders

Internationally, the Liverpool ECoC has been perceived as a relevant point of reference for other cities
aspiring to host the ECoC title in coming years. This has been accentuated by the establishment of a
network of ECoC hosts and cities designate, originally led by representatives from Liverpool and
Stavanger, which has focused on sharing knowledge and lessons learnt. Liverpool initiatives that have
attracted particular attention were its 08Welcome, 08Volunteers and Creative Communities
programmes,86 as well as the level of commitment to research and evaluation as reflected in the
commissioning and delivery of the Impacts 08 programme over five years.87

5.5. Local Views on the Liverpool ECoC
Liverpool Residents

In the aftermath of the ECoC title award in 2003, which generated significant levels of enthusiasm and
expectations across Liverpool, the local population tended to have increasingly mixed views about the
potential impacts of the Liverpool ECoC on their community. This lasted until the end of 2007. Concerns
related in particular to the possibility that the expected positive change might not spread beyond the city
centre and that the Liverpool ECoC might not impact on their neighbourhoods or on ‘ordinary people’.
To some degree this could have been influenced by the considerable volume of negative local media
coverage on Liverpool ECoC management issues in 2005, 2006 and 2007. There might also have been
a natural disappointment resulting from the levels of expectation raised by the ECoC nomination in 2003.
As shown in Figure 31 these negative opinion trends were reversed during 2008 itself, showing a more
optimistic view appearing by late 2008 when the latest survey took place. Indeed the only positive
statement where agreement continues to fall regards jobs, probably responding to the beginning of the
global recession.
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86 See European Commission (2009) Guide to European Capital of Culture Candidate Cities.

87 The European Commission has agreed to fund a new European policy grouping throughout late 2009 and 2010 to build on the learning of the Impacts 08
programme and Liverpool ECoC delivery.
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Children doing a dance routine to celebrate Tate Liverpool’s 20th Birthday.
In the background construction advances on the new Museum of Liverpool.
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Figure 31: Local perceptions of Liverpool ECoC (percentage of people who agree or greatly
agree with statement)

Positive impact statements Negative impact statements

Source:GfK NOP via Liverpool Culture Company

North West Residents

Amongst North West residents88 there was a feeling by late 2008 that the Liverpool ECoC had been of
great benefit to Liverpool. 78% agreed that the city had benefited from the title, and 50% asserted it had
‘benefited a great deal’. When asked about benefits to the rest of the region, 69% felt it had benefited
Merseyside (still positive but a drop from 82% in 2006), and 50% felt it had benefited the North West, with
15% feeling it had greatly benefited the region (a drop from 32% in 2003). It is worth noting that the
benefit levels are still high considering that this was a city-based event and the survey population covered
the whole North West from southern Cheshire to the border with Scotland in Cumbria.         
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There will be a lot of
new investment
The city is a
better place than
5 years ago
A lot of new jobs
will come
because of CoC
Everyone will gain

Only the centre
will benefit
I think money will
be wasted
It won’t have a
long-term impact
There won’t be
things for
ordinary people

05 06 07 08

88 All figures in this paragraph are from 2009 MORI IPSOS Research for NWDA, Perceptions of the North West.

Banners within the Liverpool Vision
building in 2007.



Conclusion
This report is a summary of the overall findings of the Impacts 08 research
programme. As such it does not reflect the full complexity of the programme, which
has comprised over 30 qualitative and quantitative research projects, a series of in
depth stakeholder interviews, and the development, collection and assessment of a
broad range of data. For a more nuanced analysis of the findings outlined in this
report, as well as an overview of Impacts 08’s methodological approach and the
opportunities for research framework replication see the Impacts 08 methodological
reports, reports on individual projects and literature reviews which can be accessed
at www.impacts08.net.



Short-term impacts and outcomes of Liverpool’s European
Capital of Culture
As has been highlighted throughout this report, there is evidence of clear and immediate Liverpool ECoC
outputs and outcomes one year on from 2008:

– The Liverpool ECoC presented a very wide range of events showcasing the wealth of local talent as
well as national and internationally acclaimed work; it reached out to a significant variety of audiences
with very strong levels of local engagement spread across socio-economic groups, and the programme
achieved very high satisfaction levels, particularly during 2008 itself. 

– The city has undergone a remarkable image renaissance locally, nationally and internationally. Local
opinion leaders give more credibility to the city’s cultural assets and to the cultural sector as a source of
civic leadership; national media in the mainstream, as well as in specialist domains, have got used to
presenting a richer picture of Liverpool as a multi-faceted and contemporary city with ‘world class’
assets and an ability to build on them; internationally, the city has been rediscovered as a tourist
destination beyond football and the Beatles, and its approach to ECoC delivery is held as a key
reference by other European cities to maximise citizen participation.  

– Levels of confidence have been raised across the city, particularly in the areas of culture and tourism.
Strong partnerships have been developed, have continued post 2008 and may bring greater
opportunities to retain local talent, bring in new ideas and approaches, attract external investment and
further develop the range and quality of the city’s offer.

– Culture is more widely accepted as a driver for economic change, health and social inclusion. The
cultural sector took the opportunity to play a larger role in the city’s leadership in the lead up to 2008,
demonstrating that they had a contribution to make across a number of city agendas. As a result, one
year on, there is ongoing commitment to ensure that the sector continues to contribute in areas as
diverse as community safety, tourism development, health or city centre management. 

These outputs and outcomes must, however, be understood within a wider context and their interpretation
must take into account the particular challenges surrounding any attempt at assessing an ECoC
programme unfolding over six years. 
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presented a wide range
of events showcasing
the wealth of local
talent as well as
nationally and
internationally
acclaimed work.



Understanding the ECoC hosting process
One of the great opportunities, as well as challenges, of hosting an ECoC title is that, compared with
other one-off events (particularly in the sporting arena), it is an event that does not involve overly restrictive
guidelines or fixed frameworks for delivery. This means that host cities can shape the title according to their
priorities and preferences and, effectively, re-define what an ECoC can be and achieve. In Liverpool, this
freedom to define the remit of the title led to a particularly ambitious approach that blurred the
boundaries between new ECoC large scale events and artistic programming, the ongoing indigenous
cultural offer, and wider city transformation. This has had a bearing on the approach that Impacts 08 has
taken to research and evaluation:

– Expectation management – Liverpool had very high aspirations for its ECoC year and made ambitious
promises at the bid stage, including a strong emphasis on economic and social regeneration goals.
This led many to judge the city’s ability to deliver the ECoC, and success in doing so, on the basis of
measures that were far beyond what is realistic to expect from a programme of cultural events.
The ongoing physical transformation in the city was often directly identified with the ECoC, and the
programme’s benefit to the city was often judged against areas as diverse as job creation,
maintenance of the public realm or reduction of anti-social behaviour. Impacts 08 has captured trends
in opinion across most of these wide areas but this and other reports attempt a clear distinction
between areas that can be appropriately associated with the ECoC delivery process and can be
directly impacted by it, and those that would arise from a range of factors, of which the ECoC title is
only one.   

– Building on crisis points as catalysts for change – the lack of an established blueprint for ECoC delivery
means that structures of management must be built anew in each city, with little opportunity to learn
from previous experience. Liverpool was reluctant to focus on a single artistic vision as it saw the ECoC
title as a far broader celebration of the city and its ways of life, and an opportunity for repositioning the
city. This resulted in a complex framework for operations, involving a wide range of stakeholders with
often conflicting demands. The loss of the artistic director in 2006 and the dramatic impact of city-wide
physical transformation on public realm event management (which culminated in the well publicised
cancellation of the open air concerts within the Mathew Street Festival in 2007) were two particularly
controversial moments that generated negative media narratives and endangered public confidence.
However, these moments can also be understood as key catalysts for positive change: the first led to far
greater arts sector involvement and leadership in the programme and hence to a potentially more
sustainable collective approach to culture in the city; the second led to a streamlining of governance
which included the appointment of a locally supported and nationally recognised individual as creative
director, who speeded up decision making and facilitated the media narrative for the year. 
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– Understanding timeframes – Liverpool’s decision to embed the ECoC in a much wider and ongoing
regeneration narrative, as well as the ambition for a truly locally owned programme, involving
communities from across the city, resulted in a programme of activity that extended over several years.
Determining what was or was not part of ‘Liverpool 08’ as a brand or the ECoC as a wider concept
throughout this period posed a complex challenge in establishing the boundaries for impact
assessment. This was accentuated by the need to account for the time it takes for initiatives to have a
measurable effect on their environment. In early 2010, it is possible to offer a robust overview of the
impact of gaining the title, as there has been an opportunity to test changes in city perceptions and
their impact on areas such as resident and business confidence over six years. However, to understand
the full impact and legacy of hosting the ECoC in 2008 will require ongoing measurement and
analysis in the years to come in order to disaggregate direct Liverpool ECoC impacts from the impacts
of other local and global trends. In Glasgow, host of the 1990 European City of Culture title, it took
over a decade to understand what aspects of the programme led to impacts that have sustained in
the long-term. 

Moving forward
Impacts 08’s role in documenting, interrogating and widely assessing the Liverpool ECoC over five
years has provided unprecedented opportunities for knowledge exchange across academia, policy
and industry: 

– Locally, a strong relationship has been established between university academics and the cultural sector
resulting in ongoing research collaboration and data sharing, which is strengthening the local and
regional evidence-base of cultural impact.  

– Nationally, Liverpool has become a key referent for major event impact research and the framework
developed here is informing the evaluation strategy for the London 2012 Olympic Games and four year
Cultural Olympiad, and for the new UK City of Culture programme.

– Internationally, key learning points from the Impacts 08 programme are being passed on to future ECoC
hosts via a European Commission funded policy grouping involving Liverpool as well as Stavanger,
Marseille and Turku as core partners, and a growing range of associates throughout the rest of Europe.

These opportunities for collaboration are set to continue growing over the coming years and are, in their
own right, an important additional legacy emerging out of the Liverpool ECoC hosting process with a
tangible impact on local, national and international research discourses around culture-led regeneration. 
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Published reports and
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Reports available at www.impacts08.net

1. Cultural access and participation

– Volunteering for Culture: exploring the impact of being an
08Volunteer (2010)

– Neighbourhood Impacts: a longitudinal research study
into the impact of the Liverpool ECoC on local
residents (2010)

– Impacts of Culture on Quality of Life: a pilot toolkit (2010) 

2. Economy and tourism

– Doing Business in the European Capital of Culture (Part I):
baseline indicators (2007)

– Doing Business in the European Capital of Culture (Part II):
a profile and initial assessment of impact on the
Merseyside and North West business base (2008) 

– European Capital of Culture and Liverpool’s Developer
Market: impacts and interactions (2008)

– Tourism and the Business of Culture: the views of small
and medium-sized tourism businesses (2010)

– The Economic Impact of Visits Influenced by the Liverpool
ECoC in 2008 (2010)

Background papers

– Estimating the Economic Benefits of Event Tourism:
a review of research methodologies (2008)

– Considering the Economic Impacts of the Liverpool ECoC:
a review on the literature concerning ‘economic multiplier’
effects (2008)

– Methodology for Measuring the Economic Impact of Visits
Influenced by the Liverpool ECoC (2009)

3. Cultural vibrancy and sustainability

– Liverpool's Creative Industries. Understanding the impact
of the Liverpool ECoC on the city region's creative
industries (2009)

– Liverpool’s Arts Sector. Sustainability and Experience:
how artists and arts organisations engaged with the
Liverpool ECoC (2009)

4. Image and perceptions

– Media Impact Assessment (Part I): baseline findings on
Liverpool press coverage before the ECoC (2006)

– Re-telling the City: exploring local narratives of
Liverpool (2007)

– Liverpool 08 Centre of the Online Universe: the impact
of the Liverpool ECoC within social media
environments (2009)

– The Look of the City: the impact of the Liverpool ECoC on
the city’s public realm (2010)

– Media Impact Assessment (Part II): evolving press
and broadcast narratives on Liverpool from 1996 to
2008 (2010) 

5. Governance and delivery process

– Who Pays the Piper? Understanding the experience of
organisations sponsoring the Liverpool ECoC (2008)

– Liverpool on the map again. Liverpool stakeholders’
reflections on the Liverpool ECoC (2010)

Impacts 08 has published programme overviews as well project specific reports from 2006 onwards.
They are organised by thematic area as follows: 

Programme overview reports

– Impacts 08 Baseline Findings 2006-2007 (2007)

– Measuring the Impacts of Large Scale Cultural Events:
a literature review (2009)

– Impacts 08: methodological framework and recommendations for future research (2010)



Impacts 08 would like to thank the following organisations
for their involvement and support:

– Liverpool Culture Company and Liverpool City Council,
particularly Kris Donaldson, Paul Newman, Claire
McColgan, Fiona Gasper, Sir Bob Scott, Neil Peterson and
their teams as well as Graham Boxer, Bernice Law,
Mark Stewart, Michael Carey and Mike Robinson for
engaging, responding, supplying data and, mostly, for
allowing access to materials and their experiences. Thanks
as well to Jackie Thompson, Sandra Fogarty and the rest of
the administration team.

– Northwest Culture Observatory, and in particular former
Director Dr Abigail Gilmore, for informing the
commissioning of this research programme, and
contributing funding and significant time and expertise to
the shaping of the work.

– Liverpool Arts Regeneration Consortium, and particularly
Belinda Kidd and Mick Elliott, for allowing the Impacts 08
team access to observe the development of the
consortium at close quarters, and for the establishment of
a research relationship which has allowed real exchange
of knowledge and understanding. 

– The Mersey Partnership, and in particular Ian Raymond, for
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Unless credited otherwise all images by Beatriz Garcia Impacts 08.
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The Liverpool Cityscape will be on display in the Museum of Liverpool which opens in 2011.
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