
COMPARE AND CONTRAST TWO JOURNAL ARTICLES
Article 1 – Economic Impact on Local Events
Article 2 – Economic Impact of Major Sports Events



The two articles being compared and contrasted are: ‘The economic impact of local sport events: significant, limited or otherwise? A case study of four swimming events’ and ‘The economic impact of major sports events: a review of ten events in the UK.’
Throughout this comparison the article written by Wilson (2006) will be referred to as ‘article 1’ and Gratton et al. (2006) will be referred as ‘article 2’.
These two articles are very similar, both are research papers studying UK sporting events, using questionnaires to try and ascertain the amount by which host cities gain in economic terms from hosting these events. However, there are also some important differences such as in the size and scale of the events studied. 
These two articles both study a similar time frame looking at events up to 2002 and were both published in 2006. This means that they both would have had access to the same previous research and meant that they were both looking at the leisure industry at the same point in time. However, article 2 looks at events between 1997 and 2002 whereas the four events of article 1 are all between 2001 and 2002. Both articles were published in peer reviewed academic journals, which is important in establishing that these articles have been properly evaluated by other industry experts (Cowell, 2014). This strengthens the reliability of both articles. 
Article 1 was published in ‘Managing Leisure’ and article 2 in ‘The Sociological Review’.  Both articles were written by academics at Sheffield Hallam University who specialise in sports economics. Article 1 was written as part of Wilson’s studies for an MPhil (Sheffield Hallam: Wilson, 2018), whereas the three academics who wrote article 2 are established figures with years of experience in this field (Sheffield Hallam: Gratton, 2018; Sheffield Hallam: Coleman, 2018; Sheffield Hallam: Shibli, 2018). Previous studies by all three writers of article 2 are referenced in article 1. 

Both articles are structured as academic reports and written in an appropriate third person style. They both have an introduction, literature review, methodology, discussion and conclusion and are both fully referenced. However, the review and the discussion are not explicit sections in article 2, and also article 2 lacks an abstract. 

Both articles contain a comprehensive literature review and both explain how sports events are increasingly seen as beneficial to the host city. Article 1 has a more in-depth review of studies from the UK and includes a table explaining the typology used in studies by UK Sport. This table references an article written by two of the authors of article 2. This typology established by Gratton et al. (2000) has categories A-D, Type A being major international events, for example the Olympic Games; Type B being major domestic events such as Six Nations Rugby Tests; Type C being international events with limited economic activity such as some World and European Championships; and Type D being domestic events with limited economic activity such as most national championships. Only Type A and B attract significant media interest. 
Article 2 however, looks at research from the USA and how the staging of events differs from the European strategy for this. Article 1 only looks at studies of UK events. 

The objectives of both articles were to quantify the economic impact of sporting events on their host cities in cases where large infrastructure costs are not required; however, article 2 also uses the Balanced Scorecard approach to discuss wider benefits such as positive marketing for the local area and potential legacy of sporting involvement and development. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The objectives of article 1 is to extend the research to smaller, local events. It uses the typology from Gratton et al. (2000) and defines the events being studied as that of type C and D. He identifies that these types as important because the majority of events staged in the UK fall into these categories and there has been a lack of research in this area. A further objective of article 1 is to confirm the usefulness of this typology for the events on this study. In contrast, the main objective of article 2 is to review existing studies to confirm the economic benefits of the European model of cities attracting major sports events. 

One important difference between the articles is that article 1 is based on primary research, whereas article 2 is a synthesis of previous research. However, both used a common methodology from UK Sport and both have used statistical software in their analysis. In both cases this methodology involved a standard questionnaire, directed at key groups involved with these events. 
Article 2 provides a more detailed breakdown of the stages involved in the analysis of the responses. In both studies, the target groups included competitors, spectators, volunteers and officials. 
The key differences are in the type of events targeted. Article 1 targets four local swimming events and article 2 ten much larger and more varied sporting events at the European and World level. 

Article 1 records the total spend for the four events as they all lasted for two days. However, article 2 breaks it down to spend per day as the duration of the events varied. Both articles provide a graphical breakdown of expenditure but article 1 is the only one that provides an analysis of category of purchases. In both cases the graphs show separate expenditure of competitors, spectators and others involved such as officials and volunteers. 
 
Article 1 has a detailed analysis of the timings of the events which is absent from article 2. It looks at whether the day (weekend or midweek), time period (one day or two day) or time of year, e.g. Easter holiday, will affect patterns of spending. 
Article 1 also has a detailed discussion about how smaller sports events are usually more competitor driven, however the research concluded that this was not the case as the competitors were under the age of 16 and it was their parents who were spending the money as well as paying for the commercial accommodation. 
In contrast, article 2 divided its 10 events into 5 that were competitor driven and 5 that were spectator driven and concluded that the first group were likely to have a lower economic impact. 

Both studies come to broadly similar conclusions that the events studied had a positive economic impact on the host cities and both conclude that the main source of expenditure was the spectators, however, this was much more pronounced in the major sporting events studied in article 2. 
Both studies have conclusions which suggest changes to the methodology or pointers to further studies. Article 1 defines a new Type E for minor events with no media interest and Article 2 concludes that future studies should concentrate on the legacy of events in the longer term.
Both have conclusions about how to maximise the economic gain from sporting events. Article 1 compares the amount of economic gain from COSDOM compared to the three other events studied and concludes that one of the major factors in the difference in income was due to the capacity of the venue as it allows for more spectators. Article 1 also points out that the timing is important for example, school holiday or weekends will allow families to stay overnight, and events held earlier in the year are better attended as competition is high for placings in the year. 
Article 2 has the following points; the event must attract people from outside the local area and commercial accommodation must be available. It also states that the sporting level of the event is not necessarily related to the economic impact and junior events are likely to be less significant due to low numbers of spectators. 

Finally, both studies are very positive in their outlook and used their results to recommend that the hosting of sports events is beneficial and should be encouraged in the future. In the case of article 1 this is because Type D and E events are easier to stage regularly despite limited economic impact. 

These articles were both successful for a number of reasons. First of all, they influenced further research, for example, Gibson et al. (2012) references article 1 and agrees with Wilson that small- scale events in the sports tourism industry require another category, Type E and can provide proportionally more economic benefits because they are held in smaller host venues. Article 2 was quoted in Clark and Kearns (2016) when assessing the impact of the Glasgow 2014 Commonwealth Games. However, both articles rely heavily on questionnaires and this raises the problem that people may not be honest due to the desire to present a positive image (Mcleod, 2018).
Also, both these articles could have proved useful to leisure industry managers as they are original research that highlights the circumstances in which major events and smaller regional events can be predicted as being economically beneficial. The positive conclusions of both articles can be seen as an encouragement to host such events. Article 1 could be especially useful in this respect because smaller events and host cities do not have the budget to carry out their own market research and are less able to take economic risks. 
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