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Introduction
This essay provides a comparative review of two articles focused on examining the economic impact on a host community from both local and major sporting events. Both articles were produced in 2006, the first titled ‘The economic impact of local sport events: significant, limited or otherwise? A case study of four swimming events.’ by Wilson (2006) and the second titled ‘The economic impact of major sports events: a review of ten events in the UK’ by Gratton et al. (2006). This paper will look at ways in which each article addresses the economic importance of sporting events, the history and research from past studies along with the methodology used in each study and their findings.   

Article Comparison
The first article researches and produces an estimate of the economic impact through additional expenditure generated from four small, local swimming events held in the UK. The article starts by recognising the research already taken place by the Leisure Industries Research Centre which has studied the past economic impact of major sport events in the UK. It then goes on to suggest that following this research, Gratton et al. (2000) developed four typologies of events, “Type A - Irregular, one-off, major international events generating significant economic activity and media interest, B - Major spectator events, generating significant economic activity, media interest and part of an annual domestic cycle of sport events, C - Irregular, one-off, major international spectator/competitor events generating limited economic activity, and D - Major competitor events generating limited economic activity and part of an annual domestic cycle of sport events” (Wilson 2006). All of which provide research on major events, defined by their assumed economic impact. (Agha et, al. 2015)  
The findings from this paper offer quantifiable data on the economic impacts of regular, local events and has therefore highlighted the fact, and asks the question, that perhaps there should be another class of typology, type E. One that recognises these smaller events, and the result found in this study. Which are that regular, local events can produce worthwhile economic gain to their host communities. Wilson (2006) 
The second article states in the title that it is ‘a review of ten events in the UK’, however it begins by explaining the USA’s strategy for hosting major sporting events, when compared to ‘most of the rest of the world’ Gratton et al. (2006). This strategy being that cities in America compete to attract professional sports teams from their current host cities by investing money in building new infrastructure (stadiums) to house them. It goes on to explain that the result of this strategy has seen thirty major construction projects in progress at the end of the 1990s, yet currently most teams say they are unhappy with the facilities built. Gratton et al. (2006) 
To understand the cost of this type of investment strategy, Baade (2003) has been cited in saying that since 1987, 80% of these facilities will cost more than $19 billion and of that amount, $13.6 billion, or 71% was provided by the public. This spending is justified by host cities through studies that suggest the funding of sports related tourism justifies such spending of public money. However, Crompton (2001) is then cited in illustrating that these studies ae methodologically flawed and that the economic benefit is often below the specified amount in such studies. It may also be noted that, as Kèsenne (2005) suggests, such impact studies are undertaken to satisfy the curiosity of scientific researchers and in the interest of administrators who want to see a sports project realised despite the large expense. 
In contrast, the article then goes on to talk about Europe’s strategies for major sports events, which is to use existing infrastructure to house such major sporting events whilst cities bid to be the host of them. Furthermore, here it states that many American sports economists support studies that show little economic benefit on host cities from the development of new stadiums. Whereas this is not the case when looking at Europe’s style of hosting major sport events.  
Both articles talk about the history of economic impact research that has taken place. Similarly, the summer Olympic Games is a beginning focal point through each article. The first article cites Gratton et al., (2000) in providing reference to the Olympic Games held in Munich (1972) and Montreal (1976), which cast major sporting events in bad light due the multi-million pounds lost, figures of £178 million and £692 million. Meaning that prior to the 1980’s, major sport events were viewed to be a ‘financial and administrate burden’ Wilson (2006). This view did however change after the 1994 Olympics Games in Los Angeles where a surplus of £215 million was made (UK Sport, 2000; Gratton and Henry, 2001). In addition to this, it is suggested by Humphreys and Plummer (1995) that the 1996 Atlanta Games generated $5.1 billion in economic activity along with 77,000 new jobs in Georgia.
Whereas the second article looks at research into the economic impact of the summer Olympics, undertaken by Kasimati (2003) who looked at the impact studies carried out from 1984 – 2004. Kasimati found that for various reasons the results of economic impact study were likely to be inflated. A theory also supported by Preuss (2004) who provided a comprehensive analysis of the economics of every summer Olympics from Munich (1972) using secondary data. According to Matheson (2004) such experts in the field commonly reduce estimates by a factor of ten to assess the true economic impact of an event more accurately.
Moving on from the Olympics, the article goes on to recognise the huge attention attracted by other major sports events and focuses on the studies by Mules and Faulkner (1996) who point out that host cities do not always see economic benefit, city authorities often lose money even though the city may see a benefit in additional spending. Public sector involvement is usually required which may see losses so that benefits of additional expenditure can be generated in the local economy. This can be seen in the investment in new sports facilities from government, additional tourist expenditure can also be generated by using facilities after the major event is finished. 
A host city is not looking at economic profit alone, they have an opportunity to improve on areas, such as, urban regeneration and tourism development. Marketing benefits can come from being seen globally through broadcasters who compete for broadcasting rights to major sports events. The rise in fees for these rights means the broadcasting of host cities will be at peak times. Gratton et al. (2006)  
Using questionnaires, which is the same methodology used in previous research projects by LIRC and UK Sport, certain respondent groups at the events were interviewed. Such as, spectators, competitors, organisers, and the media. Each survey at both at the local and major events focused on establishing what the additional expenditure impact within the host area was, for each event. To do this, certain questions were asked in each survey, such as, a summary of who was at the event, if they were local to the host city or from elsewhere, how long they would be staying in the area, how much would they be spending per day in the area, and what that expenditure would be on. Wilson (2006) and Gratton et al. (2000) 
These questionnaires were then analysed. Article one states this was done using the ‘Statistical Package for the Social Sciences’ (Wilson 2006) whilst article two similarly used a ‘specialist statistical software package’ (Gratton et al. 2006) but does not state if this was the same SPSS used in article one. In each case, this info was then input to spreadsheets and analysed to calculate the total additional expenditure from each group, at each event. The groups being spectators, competitors, organisers, media etc. Results from studying the local swimming events showed that throughout each of the events at least 50% of the overall economic impact was attributed to the additional expenditure of spectators, showing that spectator events are the most economically beneficial. Wilson (2006) The same conclusion is come to in the second article, stating that the higher the number of spectators at an event results in significantly higher economic impact. However, the second article also concludes that major sport events can impact the economy in more ways than just through additional expenditure. This is referred to as the balanced scorecard and takes in to consideration other effects for the host area, such as sports development, media and sponsor value and place marketing. Gratton et al. (2006)         
To conclude, article one produced a fair and well executed study of economic impact from an equal level of local sports events. Whilst also offering a good argument to involve local sports events in the event typology created by Gratton’s et al (2000), using the research presented in the article. The second article studied a varied type of sporting events, some of which ran in very different ways, meaning the analysis results may not be fair. Take for example the difference in ability to gauge the number of spectators at an outdoor World Half Marathon event, lasting one and a half hours, and, the World Snooker Championships that was ticketed and lasted a week. The varied selection of events chosen makes it difficult to produce a fair, comparable study of major sports events and as such may have been less effective in producing an accurate representation of economic impact. Therefore, I would recommend that a better-balanced approach should be taken when choosing which events are suitable to be surveyed.  
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